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ABSTRACT
Risks are an inherent part of life and in nonprofit organizations (NPOs) in
particular. Nonprofit organizations struggle to respond to changes imposed by external
and internal environmental influences. These influences revolve around the myriad
social, cultural, political, environmental, and economic changes and their attendant
challenges. The NPOs now face yet another challenge, which is a significant managerial
leadership deficit. The purpose of this quantitative study is to examine whether nonprofit
leaders’ risk-taking propensity (RTP) is associated with their managerial leadership styles
(MLS). Furthermore, the study will examine if age, gender, level of education, size of an
organization, and number of employees have any effect on a leader’s style and his or her
propensity for risk-taking.
The study utilized a quantitative correlational research design. This was
appropriate, as the purpose of this study was to measure the correlation between two
variables. Of the 82 NPOs invited to participate, 125 leaders responded positively to the
request. The 73 valid survey responses received were complete. This represents a 58.4%
valid response rate for this study. Findings indicated that nonprofit leaders who
participated in this correlational study considered themselves to utilize transformation
leadership style, and the most common risk domain is the ethical domain. Also, a positive
significant relationship between leader’s risk-taking propensity and his or her
transformation leadership style.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Risks are an inherent part of life in general and in organizations. Taking risks and
being able to fail are traits that have become fashionable among leaders in public, private,
and nonprofit organizations (NPOs). It follows, then, that there is an inherent need for
leaders of organizations to take risks. Business advice such as “learn to take risks,” “fail
early and often,” and “if you don’t risk big, you can’t win big” pervade the printed and
visual leadership development and training literature. Survival, betterment, and advance
of the organization are the aims of organizational leaders.
In a dynamic and an ever-changing world, organization leaders must adapt to both
the pace and degree of change to ensure that their services are relevant and meaningful.
Thus, organizations, particularly NPOs, must hire leaders who would lead their
organizations through their myriad social, cultural, political, environmental, and
economic changes and their attendant challenges (Anheier, 2014). One of the traits and
skills that define a leader is his or his ability and willingness to take risks.
There is no question that the NPO has its share of leadership challenges (Savas,
1982). The biggest challenge facing today's NPOs is finding and cultivating leadership
that masterfully balances an organization's vision with public trust (Beckhard,
Hesselbein, & Goldsmith, 1996; Jones & Mucha, 2014; Renz, 2016; Salamon &
Solowoski, 2015). This balancing act between vision and public trust requires wise
leaders that take calculated risks. This is especially significant because the NPO is one of
the most important dimensions of American life and its economy. In the United States,
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the nonprofit sector is a huge part of the economy with 1.8 million organizations
registered with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) in 2013 (McKeever & Pettjohn,
2015).
In addition, according to Giving USA (2017), charitable contributions, giving, and
other activities by individuals, foundations, corporations, and estates rose by 2.7 percent
to reach an all-time high of $390.05 billion in 2016. Furthermore, the NPOs hired more
than 10.6% of the workforce in 2013 (14.4 million workers). Many of these employees
are concentrated in the health services and education fields. The employee wages paid in
the NPOs grew from $425 billion in 2003 to $634 billion in 2013. In addition to paid
workers, unpaid volunteers supply billions of hours of time annually. In 2016, according
to the Corporation for National and Community Service (CNC), 62.6 million individuals
in the United States contributed 7.8 billion hours of volunteerism, which equals $184
billion in U.S. dollars. Over the past 14 years, Americans have volunteered 113 billion
hours, service worth an estimated $2.3 trillion (CNCS, 2016).
Researchers have repeatedly stated that Managerial Leadership Styles (MLS) and
leaders' Risk-Taking Propensity (RTP) have a significant impact on organizational
effectiveness and success (Carver, 2011; Bolman & Deal, 2017; Yukl, 2008). However, a
paucity of research exists on the relationship between the leadership styles of profit
organization leaders and their affinity to and tolerance for risks (Carver, 2011; S. Gill,
2009; Mosley, Maronick, & Katz, 2012; Renz, 2016). Thus, the focus of this study is to
investigate the relationship between the MLS of nonprofit leaders and their ability and
willingness to take risks.
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Furthermore, the study will examine if age, gender, size of an organization and
number of employees have any effect on a leader’s style and his or her propensity for
risk-taking.
Chapter 1 includes an introduction, the background of the problem, and the
purpose of the study. Further, the background context of the research problem and the
purpose of this quantitative correlational study are presented. The purpose of the
correlation quantitative study is to determine the degree of association between the
independent variable of RTP and the dependent variable of MLS to establish answers to
the research question asked in this study. The chapter contains a description of the
significance of the study to NPO leadership, the nature of the study, the research
questions, and the hypotheses. The chapter concludes with the definition of terms and
scope, limitations, and delimitations of the study along with a summary of the pertinent
aspects of the chapter.
Background of the Problem
Several problems have recently tarnished the reputation of the NPOs in the U.S.,
including managerial leadership failure, fraud, and ethical lapses. Stephens and Flaherty
(2013) discovered that from 2008 to 2012 over 1,000 NPOs showed on their federal
disclosures that they had discovered a ‘significant diversion’ of assets and that millions of
dollars were missing from their budgets. These authors state that " the findings are
striking" because federal law only requires that NPOs report discrepancies of more than
$250,000, or over five percent of an organization’s annual gross receipts or total assets
(p. 3).

4

These losses of organizational assets were attributed to theft, fraud, embezzlement, and
other unauthorized uses of an organization’s funds. For example, the “Global Fund to
Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria” reported that they found evidence of the misuse
$43 million in grant funds in 2012 (Stephens & Flaherty, 2013). The conference on
Jewish Material Claims Against Germany reported that it had been bilked out of $42
million in an elaborate, decade-long conspiracy by swindlers who created thousands of
fake identities in 2011 (Stephens & Flaherty, 2013). In several cases, leaders spent large
amounts of money for personal entertainment, vacations, and expenses that would not
support the organization’s mission (Wiehl, 2004). Meade (2008) noted that between 2001
and 2002, public confidence in nonprofits dropped from 90% to 60% as a result of funds
that were mishandled. More dramatically, a number of nonprofit leaders are scrambling
to find commercial opportunities (Dees, 1998; Kim & Bradach, 2012; Sarantopoulos,
2008).
Despite this, the first decade of the twenty-first century saw a record boom in the
U.S. nonprofit sector. However, volunteering in America has dropped over the past few
years. Also, an enormous wave of individuals in managerial leadership positions is poised
to sweep through the NPOs as baby-boomers reach retirement age. Kunreuther, Segal, &
Clohesy (2014) noted that up to 75% of U.S nonprofit leaders are planning to leave their
positions in the next five years. Schimmoeller (2006) stated that it is difficult to recall
highly successful organizations without considering the managerial leadership that
assisted to make the organization successful. In today’s world, the NPOs in the United
States faces the challenge of selecting the right executive directors and retaining the
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talented senior executives who can restore public trust (Beckhard et al., 1996; Salamon &
Sokolowski, 2015).
Council (2016) suggested that the biggest challenge for today’s nonprofit leaders
is creating a culture that balances innovation and day-to-day productivity. A number of
significant factors affects the success of nonprofit leaders. Among these, include their
MLS and RTP. Managerial leadership is essential in organizations in that it provides
structure and stability to an organization. A leader's RTP may also influence the success
of an organization as it provides emphasis for inspiration, change, and innovation.
However, few research studies have examined the relationship between MLS and RTP in
nonprofit organizations.
Scientific understanding of the relationship between MLS and RTP in NPOs is
limited. The NPO needs leaders who can implement the organization’s vision and
mission and can restore public trust. It also needs MLS that can adapt to change. The
problem is the ever-changing environment that requires managerial leadership skills to be
more harmonious with the organization’s vision and mission (Salamon & Sokolowski,
2015). Understanding the relationship between the MLS and RTP of individuals in
nonprofit managerial leadership positions can help nonprofit boards make more informed
decisions on selecting the right manager.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to investigate leaders in the NPOs by examining the
degree to which a nonprofit leader’s propensity for risk tasking is correlated with the
MLS. Furthermore, the study will examine if age, gender, level of education, size of an
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organization, and number of employees have any effect on a leader’s style and his or her
propensity for risk-taking.
Problem Statement
The assessment of MLS and related elements, such as one’s RTP, is a critical
need within NPOs. Common assumptions exist that managers in NPOs are not effective.
NPOs have an important purpose and mission and, therefore, require a style of
managerial leadership that results in improved organizational performance (Beckhard et
al., 1996; Jones & Mucha, 2014; Renz, 2016; Salamon & Sokolowski, 2015). Although
the literature on managerial leadership has burgeoned recently, it has focused primarily
on for-profit organizations. It is risky for nonprofit leaders to adopt these
recommendations without close, critical, and careful examination. Not only may the
findings found in the literature be inappropriate for application in nonprofit
organizational settings, they may also be based on inadequate research. Managerial
leadership can be observed from multiple perspectives, including different disciplines,
cultures, religions, worldviews, genders, and sectors (Prentice, 2016).
This study will examine the correlations between MLS and RTP among
executives in the NPOs in a small Midwestern community. In addition, the study seeks to
gain an understanding of the correlations between and among these variables.
Furthermore, the study will analyze the ways in which age, gender, size of an
organization, and number of employees may affect the correlations when differentiated
by MLS and the RTP profile in NPOs. The target population group for the study will
consist of senior managers selected from 82 different nonprofit organizations located in a

7

small Midwestern community holding the title of executive director, CEO, manager,
president, administrator, or other titles representing the position of the primary executive
officer in a nonprofit organization. The senior managers selected for the study will be
drawn from a list of agencies that have been constructed to build relationships and
associations between and among NPOs in the Midwestern community selected for the
study. As noted, 82 NPOs were for identified this list. A questionnaire will be sent to all
of the senior executives on the list.
Significance of the Study
This study seeks to improve MLS in the NPOs by studying factors such as RTP in
relationship to several demographic variables such as gender, age, and education. In
addition, this study strives to contribute to the development of the NPOs research agenda
and distribute usable findings to nonprofit managers. This will be valuable to the NPOs
for several reasons: (1) the continued growth of the NPOs which has expanded over 17%
over the past decade; (2) the continued provision from NPOs of critical services to
society; and (3) an expanded research focus on the NPOs beyond the most recent
emphasis on charitable giving and volunteerism, philanthropy, or the delineation of the
sector’s dimensions (Renz, 2016).
This study will fill a research gap by providing a further understanding of MLS
and associated factors in the NPOs through the investigation of the correlation between
MLS and the RTP in the NPOs. It is vitally important that MLS practices in the NPOs be
based on sound, useful research. This process is in its infancy (Bielefeld, 2006). The
results of the study may aid nonprofit boards in the Midwestern community being studied
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and, possibly, on a national level to better understand how MLS relate to the organization
in terms of the dependent variables and RTP.
Nature of the Study
The purpose of the current quantitative, correlational study is to measure the
degree to which the RTP among a non -profit leaders is related to their MLS. The
quantitative research study will use data collected from two survey instruments (MLQ5X Short and DOSPERT) and measure the variables of the study (Avolio, Bass, & Jung,
1995; Avolio, Bass, & Zhu, 2004; Blais & Weber, 2006) The study will employ a
statistical program known as Statistical Processing for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to
analyze the data. Regression analysis will examine each relationship to determine the
strength of the connection and statistical significance at the .05 level of significance,
using the regression module of SPSS version 24 (Ho, 2013; 2014).
Research Questions & Hypotheses
This research study will investigate the correlation between RTP and MLS among
nonprofit executives in a small Midwestern community. More specifically, this study will
seek answers to six research questions, and investigate four hypotheses. The research
questions and hypotheses are as follows:
Research Questions
RQ 1: What is the most common leadership style(s) in the NPOs participating in this
study?
RQ 2: What are the most common risk domains that leaders of NPOs face?
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RQ 3: Is there a relationship between a leader’s risk-taking propensity (RTP) and his or
her Managerial Leadership Styles (MLS)? If so, what is the nature of the relationship?
RQ 4: Does domains (ethical, financial, health and safety, recreational, and social) of
RTP have an impact on a leader’s MLS?
RQ 5: Does age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization have
an impact on a leader’s RTP?
RQ 6: Does age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and the size of organization have
an impact on a leader’s MLS?
Hypotheses
H1: There will be a statistically significant relationship between a leader’s RTP and his or
her MLS.
H2: There will be a statistically significant difference between leader’s RTP and his or
her MLS.
H3: There will be a statistically significant difference between a leader’s RTP when
analyzing by age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization.
H4: There will be a statistically significant difference between one’s MLS when
analyzing by age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization.
Definition of Terms
The following terms are operational definitions used in this study to help prevent
any confusion with other definitions from different studies.
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Nonprofit Organizations
Nonprofit organizations are social welfare organizations that provides public
benefit and voluntary service to the community under tax-exempt status by Internal
Revenue Service (IRS) Code section 501(c)(3). In addition, Salamon and Sokolowski
(1999) defined NPOs as “organized for a public or mutual benefit other than generating
profit for owners or investors” (p. 45).
Nonprofit Executives
This refers to executive directors, managers, presidents, religious leaders, CEOs,
administrators, or any other leader with a different job title who work in NPOs. The
Center for Social Leadership (CSL) defined a nonprofit leader as “leadership in the
capacity to develop and sustain multiple key relationships toward a common purpose"
(Madera & Méndez, 2012).
Risk-Taking Propensity Profile
RTP can be defined as ‘‘the perceived probability of receiving the rewards
associated with success of a proposed situation, which is required by an individual before
he will subject himself to the consequences associated with failure, the alternative
situation providing less reward as well as less severe consequences than the proposed
situation’’ (Brockhaus, 1980, p. 513).
Leadership
Ciulla (2004) defined leadership as “a social construction based on the values and
events of the times. The idea of a leader is shaped by what people in a culture think a
leader ought to be” (p. 116).
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Management Style
Management scholars identify several management styles. In this study,
management styles have been categorized into three main contrasting styles:
Transformational Leadership Style, Transactional Leadership Style, and laissez-faire
Leadership Style. The MLQ-5X instrument will be used to measure these (Bass &
Avolio, 2004).
Managerial Leadership Style
A leadership style that provides direction, implements plans, and motivates
people. From an employees' perspective, it includes a leader's total pattern of explicit and
implicit actions (Newstrom & Davis, 1996).
Transformational Leadership Style
Burns (1978) defined transforming leadership as a process in which "leaders and
followers help each other to advance to a higher level of morale and motivation." Bass
(1985) used the term transformational instead of transforming. Damirchi, Rahimi, and
Seyyedi (2011) defined Transformational leadership as “a leadership approach that
causes change in individuals and social systems. In its ideal form, it creates valuable and
positive change in the followers with the end goal of developing followers into leader”
(p.119). The Leadership Style Questionnaire is used to measure this variable.
Transactional Leadership Style
Cherry (2017) stated that this leadership style, also known as managerial
leadership, focuses on the role of supervision, organization, and group performance.
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Leaders who “implement this style focus on specific tasks and use rewards and
punishments to motivate followers” (Cherry, 2017, p.73).
Laissez-Faire Leadership Style
Cherry (2017) defined laissez-faire leadership, also known as delegate leadership
as “a type of leadership style in which leaders are hands-off and allow group members to
make the decisions” (p. 76). The Leadership Style Questionnaire is used to measure this
variable.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework of this research is based on the full-range leadership
theory (Avolio et al., 2004; Bass, 1985) and Expected Utility Theory (Quiggin, 1982).
Full-range Leadership Theory (FELT) is a fundamental theory of transformational,
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership. It was inspired by Bass (1985) who extended
and developed transformational leadership theory and placed it in the context of work
organizations. Expected Utility Theory (EUT) describes decision-making choices under
uncertainty or risky conditions. Expected Utility Theory assumes that risk is caused by
the uncertain conditions that affect the decision maker’s preferences (see Figure 1).

13

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of This Study
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of a literature review is to provide the reader with a historical
framework about MLS in the NPOs as well as to provide information from previous
research studies on the topic considered for this research. The purpose of this study is to
examine the relationship between nonprofit leaders’ RTP and MLS.
The literature review is organized into six sections. The first section will provide a
review of the literature on NPOs. The second section focuses on definitions of risktaking. The third section of the literature review will include information regarding to
RTP. In the fourth section will provide a review of the literature related to managerial
leadership styles. The fifth section provides a review of the literature regarding nonprofit
leadership styles. Finally, the sixth section will provide a review of the literature that
focused on risk -taking and managerial leadership. Table 1 provides a summary of the
literature reviewed in support of this study.
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Table 1
Literature Review Sources
Subject
Nonprofit Organizations

Definitions of Risk-Taking

Sources
Land et al., 2006; Cornforth, 2003; Carver, 2011;
Agard, 2011; Renz, 2016; Hansen-Turton & Torres,
2014; McKeever & Pettjohn, 2015; Wing et al., 2008;
Boris & Steuerle, 2006; Anheier & Salamon, 2006; O.
Worth, 2017; Salamon, 1999; Salamon & Sokolowski,
2015; McKeever & Pettjohn, 2014; 2015; U.S.
Department of Labor, 2014; National Council of
Nonprofits, 2017; Gassman et al., 2012; Boris et al.,
2010; Fund, 2013; Compassion Capital Fund National
Resources Center, 2014
Brown & Osborne, 2013; Jachson et al.,1972; Arch,
1993; Assailly, 2013; Ratcliffe, 1963; Aven & Renn,
2009; Kaplan & Garrick, 1981; Rocca & Reeds, 2013;
Short, 1984; Vlek & Stallen, 1981; Arrow, 1951;
Cheron & Ritchie, 1982; Siegrist et al., 2002; Sitkin &
Weingart, 1995; Drucker, 1999; Erb et al., 1996;
Weinstein & Martin, 1969; Byrnes et al., 1999;
Freeborough & Patterson, 2016; Carnevale, 2008; Isen
& Simmonds, 1978; Allah & Nakhaie, 2011;
Nathanson, 2015; Lee et al., 2015; Holm et al., 2017;
Brand & Altstötter-Gleich, 2008; Edington, 1975;
Bauer, 1960; Wallach & Kogan, 1965; Chen, 2018;
Buchner & Wagner, 2017; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979,
1992; Taylor, 2014; Tsai & Luan, 2016; Walker, 2013;
Nathanson, 2015; Giddens, 2008; Chapman, 2011;
Byrnes et al., 1999
(Table Continues)
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Subject
Risk-Taking
Propensity

Sources
Allah & Nakhaie, 2011; Byrnes et al., 1999; Kaplan &
Garrick, 1981; Chen, 2018; Fishburn,1970; Brockhaus, 1980;
Kogan & Wallach, 1964; Fischhoff, 1994; Kahneman, 1979;
Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Quiggin, 1982; Starmer, 2000;
Mongin, 1997; March & Shapira, 1987; Tversky &
Kahneman, 1992; Edwards, 1954; Sharma et al., 2009;
Porcelli & Delgado, 2017; Swogger et al., 2010; Stoner,
1961; Wallach et al., 1962, 1964; Zajonc et al., 1968; Bailey,
1990; Muldrow & Bayton, 1979; Wallach & Mabli, 1970;
Ertac & Gurdal, 2012; Harrison et al., 2007; Mata et al.,
2016; Slovic, 1972; Wang et al., 2009; Sitkin & Pablo, 1992;
Cui et al., 2016; Saini & Martin, 2009; Dohmen et al., 2011;
Szrek et al., 2012

Managerial
Leadership

Bass, 1990; Bass & Avolio, 1990; Burns, 1978; Bryant, 2003;
Carlyle, 1993; Swedberg & Agevall, 2016; Carroll et al.,
2015; Fiedler, 1964; R. Gill, 2011; Goldewijk, 2007;
Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991; House & Aditya, 1997; Hersey &
Blanchard, 1969; Lord et al., 1986; Mann, 1959; Weber,
1947; McCloskey, 2015; Robbins et al., 2007; Stogdill, 1948;
Weber, 1958

Nonprofit Leadership

Agard, 2011; Bass, 1990; Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Baynes,
2002; Berger et al., 2010; Bronznick & Goldenhar, 2009;
Cornforth, 2003; De Vita et al., 2001; Drucker, 1990;
Eisenberg, 2006; Frayne, 2014; Froelich et al., 2011; Herman
& Heimovics, 1990; Jefferson, 2004; Kunreuther &
Corvington, 2007; Lanfranchi & Narcy, 2015; Minow, 2000;
Newman & Wallender, 1978; Northouse, 2007; Omolayo,
2007; Ott & Meyer, 2016; Powell & Steinberg, 2006; Renz,
2016; Renz et al., 2016; B. P. Tucker & Parker, 2013; Rowe,
2001; Samuel, 1986; Sarantopoulos, 2008; Saxton & Benson,
2005; Watson & Hoefer, 2013; M. Worth, 2018
(Table Continues)
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Subject
Risk-Taking and
Managerial Leadership

Sources
Cain & McKeon, 2016; Naldi et al., 2007; Shapira,
1987; Ingram & Thompson, 2011; Ferris et al., 2017;
Bouslah et al., 2018; Graham et al., 2013; Carland et al.,
1995; MacCrimmon & Wehrung, 1986, 1990; Habib &
Hasan, 2017; Edginton, 1975; Weber & Milliman, 1997;
Murray-Webster & Hillson, 2008; 2016; Hillson &
Murray-Webster, 2012; Di Mauro & Musumeci, 2011;
McGowan, 2007

Nonprofit Organizations
The literature regarding NPOs is extensive. NPOs are distinguished from the forprofit sector in that they are generally exempt from federal taxation and do not generate
profit which is distributed to stakeholders. They are usually an organization that serves
the public interest (Land, Powell, & Steinberg, 2006; Cornforth, 2003; Carver, 2011).
According to the literature, the beginning of NPOs in western civilization started by
embracing Judeo-Christian traditions (Agard, 2011). Christians believed that the
‘Spiritual Works of Mercy’ were long a part of their faith structure. Seven spiritual
elements of mercy include: (a) to feed the hungry (b) to give water to the thirsty (c) to
clothe the naked (d) to shelter the homeless (e) to visit the sick; (g) to visit the
imprisoned, or ransom the captive, and (7) to bury the dead (Agard, 2011). For example,
Agard (2011) noted how early American pilgrims invested time and effort to demonstrate
the Spiritual Works of Mercy. The Christian pilgrims committed to these works of mercy
by signing the Mayflower Compact and pledging to serve the public needs. Many people
view the Mayflower Compact as the first voluntary association in the United States
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(Agard, 2011). During the Civil War, the U.S. Sanitary Commission, a forerunner of the
American Red Cross, for was established by Abraham Lincoln in 1861. Also, U.S.
Christian Commission was established in order to provide medical care, funds, and other
aid to troops (Renz, 2016). By the early 1900s, the nation's first modern foundation -"Community Chest" -- was born in Cleveland. Today it is known as the United Way" In
1862, the Women's Central Association of Relief (WCAR) became a branch of the
United States Sanitary Commission in New York City. WCAR supplied nursing services
and ship hospitals and ran kitchens and other services for the Union Army (Renz, 2016).
In recent years, in response to social, cultural, political, environmental, and
economic shifts brought about by globalization, NPOs have undergone substantial
changes (Hansen-Tutron & Torres, 2014). According to the National Center for
Charitable Statistics, approximately 1,8 million tax-exempt organizations in the United
States were registered with the IRS in 2015 (Hansen-Tutron & Torres, 2014; McKeever
& Pettjohn, 2015). These included public charities, private foundations, and other types
such as chambers of commerce and civic leagues (Hansen-Tutron & Torres, 2014;
McKeever & Pettjohn, 2015; Wing, Pollak, & Blackwood, 2008).
NPOs epitomize the American civic society, values, democratic pluralism,
individualism and the economy (Boris & Steuerle, 2006). For example, at the national
level, NPOs play a unique role in society such as welfare, health care, education reform,
and public- private partnerships. At the local level, NPOs have become one of most
dynamic part of community building, development, and regeneration (Anheier &
Salamon, 2006). Numerous American towns and cities developed and reconstructed
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before local government did, and fundamental services often were provided by NPOs.
This explains the reason why NPOs are growing rapidly and play a prominent role in
influencing social capital change in the United States (O. Worth, 2017).
NPOs consist of two broad types of organizations (Land et al., 2006). First are
member-serving organizations, such as industry associations, labor unions, business
associations, retired servicemen's clubs, and fraternal societies. The second type includes
public-serving organizations, such as hospitals, universities, and social service agencies.
Although many of the services provided by the NPOs overlap with the activities of
government agencies, federal laws require NPOs applying for tax-exempt status to
identify one or more specific charitable purposes. The Internal Revenue Service grants
tax-exempt status to NPOs that meet the criteria in the federal tax codes under section
501(c) or 501(d), or under section 401(a) of the Internal Revenue Code (Fremont-Smith,
2009). Section 501(c) of the U.S. tax code includes 29 different categories of NPOs that
are exempt from federal taxes (Salamon, 1999; Salamon & Sokolowski, 2015). The
501(c)(3) is the most common type of NPO (Salamon & Sokolowski, 2015).
Other types of organizations can also receive federal tax exemptions such as
501(c)(4) social welfare organizations; agricultural, horticultural, labor organizations
501(c)(5); business leagues 501(c)(6); social and recreation clubs 501(c)(7); and fraternal
associations 501(c)(8) (see Table 2).
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Table 2
Types of Organizations under Section 501(a)
IRS Code

Types of Tax-Exempt Organizations

501(c)(1)

Corporations organized under acts of Congress such as FCU

501(c)(2)

Title holding corporations for exempt organizations

501(c)(3)

Charitable, nonprofit, religious, and educational organizations

501(c)(4)

Political education organizations

501(c)(5)

Labor Unions and Agriculture

501(c)(6)

Business league and chamber of commerce organizations

501(c)(7)

Recreational club organizations

501(c)(8)

Fraternal beneficiary societies

501(c)(9)

Voluntary Employee Beneficiary Associations

501(c)(10)

Fraternal lodge societies

501(c)(11)

Teachers' retirement fund associations

501(c)(12)

Life Insurance Associations, Mutual Irrigation and TC

501(c)(13)

Cemetery companies

501(c)(14)

Credit Unions

501(c)(15)

Mutual insurance companies

501(c)(16)

Corporations organized to finance crop operations

501(c)(17)

Employee associations
(Table Continues)
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IRS Code

Types of Tax-Exempt Organizations

501(c)(18)

Employee-funded pension trusts created before June 25, 1959

501(c)(19)

Veterans' organizations

501(c)(20)

Group legal services plan organizations

501(c)(21)

Black lung benefit trusts

501(c)(22)

Withdrawal liability payment fund

501(c)(23)

Veterans' organizations created before 1880

501(c)(24)

Trusts under the Employee Retirement Income Security Act

501(c)(25)

Title-holding corporations for other qualified exempt organizations

501(c)(26)

High-risk health coverage organizations

501(c)(27)

Workers' compensation reinsurance organizations

501(c)(28)

National railroad retirement trust

501(c)(29)

Qualified nonprofit health insurance issuers

NPOs interact with and provide a variety of services directly and indirectly to
community, governments, business, or other NPOs. For example, in medical care,
governments and businesses may request that some nonprofit organizations provide drug
abuse treatment (Hansen-Tutron & Torres, 2014). In addition, for some NPOs that earn
profits, federal, state, and local laws require them to use assets to fulfill the organization’s
mission instead of assets being distributed to individuals. In the literature, NPOs are
commonly referred to as tax-exempt, philanthropic, voluntary associations, not-for-profit
organizations, the independent sector, the third sector, or as the charitable organizations.
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NPOs also make significant contributions to the U.S. economy. For example,
NPOs paid an estimated $425 billion in wages and salaries in 2003, which grew to $634
billion in 2013, or 8.9% of all wages and salaries paid in the United States that year
(McKeever & Pettjohn, 2014; 2015). In 2014, the NPOs contributed an estimated $937.7
billion to the U.S. economy. According to U.S. Department of Labor, employment in
nonprofit organizations was 11.4 million, or 10.2% of the American workforce and 5%of
G.D.P (National Council of Nonprofits, 2017). According to the Corporation for National
and Community Service, the estimated value of volunteer time was $24.14 per hour,
equaling an estimated $193 billion in 2016 (U.S. Department of Labor, 2014; National
Council of Nonprofits, 2017). Figure 2 highlights the historical dollar value of volunteer
hours from 2002 to 2016.
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Figure 2. Historic Dollar Value of Volunteer Hours 2002-2016.
Source: U.S. Department of Labor. (2014). Nonprofits account for 11.4 million jobs, 10.3
percent of all private sector employment. Retrieved from
https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2014/ted_20141021.htm uncertainty.
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However, the U.S. economy also can be devastating to the NPOs. Gassman et al.
(2012) stated that “when tough economic times hit, the nonprofit sector will face
challenges, difficult decisions, and smaller budgets” (p.4). Several elements can affect
nonprofits, such as economic downturns, or governments being cash-strapped. Such
scenarios can end programs or lead to the unexpected loss of a major funder. For
example, over the past three years, government has cut federal funding to NPOs. Results
show that the NPOs were unable to meet community demand in 2013. An example of this
is, in 2010, 60% of NPOs that had late government payments froze or lowered salaries
(Boris, de Leon, Roeger, & Nikolova, 2010). In 2013, 13% of NPOs such as social
assistance and other human services were forced to lay off employees while 9% froze or
reduced salaries (Fund, 2013). It is obvious that NPOs are especially vulnerable to risk
and crisis (Compassion Capital Fund National Resources Center, 2014).
Definitions of Risk and Risk-Taking
Risk is another challenge for NPOs in a dynamic environment. No doubt, NPOs
like those in other sectors are subject to uncertainty. In fact, the NPOs might deteriorate
once the risk is manifested if they cannot understand how to perceive and manage it. In
today's world, NPOs face substantial risk, so avoiding or transferring risk is important for
the success and growth of NPOs. The issue is whether NPOs might or might not deal
with risk. It is also clear that some risks might be harmful to organizations. In general,
one of the challenges for managerial leadership related to risk/risk-taking lies in
understanding what ‘risk’ and 'risk-taking' means. Clearly, NPOs are usually more bound
by bureaucracy in strategy and development program choices and, therefore, they are less
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willing to take additional risks. In order to reduce risks, Brown and Osborne (2013)
suggested three levels of 'locus of risk' that managerial leadership should address. These
include (a) consequential risk which refers to the amount of loss to the individual when
one is not qualified to do her or his job (b) organizational risk which refers to the amount
of loss that the public may incur as a result of the organization’s service and staff, and (c)
behavioral risk related to the amount of loss at all levels (e.g. public, individuals,
community, and environment) incurred as a result of employees' and directors' behaviors.
Jackson, Hourany, and Vidmar (1972) suggested that risk is multidimensional and
relates to four types of consequences: (a) monetary risk that is related to financial gain
and loss (b) physical risk that can cause harm with or without contact (c) ethical risk
which refers to individual values and beliefs that may cause unexpected negative
consequences, and (d) social risk which includes constructs such as social bias,
demographic variables, and social capital that may affect communities. The authors
stated that willingness to take risk might be deferred for the four types of consequences
as those dimensions are highly correlated. They also found a generalized willingness to
take risks.
Definitions of Risk
There are many interpretations of the concept of risk. In the most basic definition,
risk can be thought of as the probability that an individual will experience the effect of
loss, danger, or injury (Arch, 1993; Assailly, 2013). A simple definition of risk is that it is
“the possibility that actual results may differ from predicted average results. Pure risk is
the possibility that actual loss may be greater than predicted average loss" (Ratcliffe,
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1963, pp. 269-270). More precisely, risk is the likelihood, of some future event occurring
(Aven & Renn, 2009; Kaplan & Garrick, 1981; Rocca & Reeds, 2013; Short, 1984). Still
further, Vlek and Stallen (1981) defined risk as the probability of a loss, the degree of the
potential loss, and a function, mostly the outcome of probability and degree of loss.
Kaplan and Garrick (1981) confirmed the qualitative and quantitative definitions of risk.
A qualitative definition referred to the possibility of loss or injury. A quantitative
definition referred to probability and consequence. More generally, Arrow (1951) defined
probability of risk as “simply an expression of ignorance"(p. 411). In this sense, the
likelihood of an event is always measured corresponding to the available evidence. He
stated, "risk varies inversely with knowledge" (p. 411). In addition, Cheron and Ritchie
(1982) defined risk as a “multidimensional psychological phenomenon which influences
individual perceptions and decision processes” (p.140).
With respect to the definitions of risk, there is no widely accepted interpretation,
because there is no one definition that is suitable for all problems (Rocca & Reeds, 2013;
Siegrist, Cvetkovich, & Gutscher, 2002). Furthermore, throughout the literature the term
“risk” has been linked with other terms to specify areas of risk, such as business risk,
social risk, economic risk, safety risk, investment risk, terrorism risk, management risk,
military risk, political risk, etc. (Sitkin & Weingart, 1995). Tables 3 and 4 provided some
definitions of risk.
For example, in economics, researchers publish articles with titles such as “risks
forecasts” and “risk preferences” which are meant to help an investor in gain more money
and avoid loss. Economic risk is a reality of the economic environment, with
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consequences that cannot always be expected such as change an exchange rates,
government regulation, or political stability (Drucker, 1999; Erb, Harvey, & Viskanta,
1996). For example, in healthcare, researchers publish articles with titles such as
“Perspectives on Risk and Obesity” where the declared intent is “harm reduction” or
“prevention" (Rocca & Reeds, 2013; Weinstein & Martin, 1969). It should be noted that
while scholars have used several definitions for the term ‘risk,’ most of the definitions
assume that an individual will experience the effect of loss, danger, or injury.
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Table 3
Summary of the Definitions of Risk
Author & Year
Nathanson (2015)

Rocca and Reeds (2013)

Definition
"An aspect of proneness to problem behavior and a
maladaptive trait and the tendency to engage in
behaviors whose outcome is uncertain and entails
negative consequences” (p. vii).

As harm reduction or prevention.

Cheron and Ritchie (1982)

“Multidimensional psychological phenomenon which
influences individual perceptions and decision
processes” (p.140).

Vlek and Stallen (1981)

Defined risk as (1) the probability of a loss (2) the
degree of the potential loss, and (3) a function,
mostly the outcome of probability and degree of loss.

Kaplan and Garrick (1981)

Defined risk as qualitative referred to the possibility
of loss or injury and a quantitative referred to
probability and consequence.

Ratcliffe (1963)

“The possibility that actual results may differ from
predicted average results. Pure risk is the possibility
that actual Loss may be greater than predicted
average loss" (p. 269-270)

Definitions of Risk-Taking
In a review of the literature, several scholars attempted to define the term "risktaking." Findings suggested that risk-taking might be more influential than risk because
some individuals are more highly driven toward risk behavior than others are. Byrnes,
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Miller, and Schafer (1999) defined risk-taking as "the implementation of options that
could lead to negative consequences" (p. 367). Furthermore, other scholars have also
argued that there is a significant relationship between one’s positive affect and risk-taking
(Freeborough & Patterson, 2016). They suggest that one’s feelings regarding the potential
of loss could be affected by one’s risk preferences (Carnevale, 2008; Isen & Patrick,
1983). Indeed, Isen and Simmonds (1978) stated, “the relationship between good feeling
and behavior may be mediated by cognitive processes, involving a 'loop' of positive
cognitions” (p. 346). In general, risk-taking refers to an individual's or organization's
behaviors that can potentially lead to some form of loss and harm. Allah and Nakhaie
(2011) define risk-taking as “the tendency to engage in behaviors that have the potential
to be harmful or dangerous, yet at the same time provide the opportunity for some kind of
outcome that can be perceived as positive" (p.78). Still further, Nathanson (2015) defined
risk-taking behavior as the “likely to be harmful or dangerous, it can also be functional
and goal-directed and play an important part in developmental tasks” (p. vii).
Risk-Taking and Recreation Perspectives
Leader's attitudes toward risk are important in explaining their behaviors (Lee,
Tseng, & Jan, 2015). This risk, belief, feeling, and uncertainty of result motivate
participation in several of life’s activities. Risk-taking is an attitude that represents an
individual’s positive or negative estimate of one’s behavior that results in outcomes.
Attitude is defined as a psychological tendency that is expressed as positive or negative
evaluations of certain behaviors in which individuals are involved. That risk-taking
attitude is defined as an individual’s belief, feeling, and behavioral intention with respect
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to participation in risky activities (Lee et al., 2015). In a recent study, Holm, Lugosi,
Croes, and Torres (2017) examined the potential relationship between subjective
wellbeing and risk-taking within ‘risk-tourism,’ such as skydivers that involve the
potential for physical injury or death. They stated that it is possible that increased
exposure to risk, such as fear, can lead to real injuries, illnesses, deaths, and other
negative consequences, which ultimately detract from an individual's wellbeing. They
concluded that risk-takers, such as skydivers, can control their fear, which can lead to
“positive self-evaluation and to an enhanced self-esteem” by developing competencies
for overcoming the risks associated with those activities. Consequently, individuals who
participate in adventure tourism may have very different perceptions about the
characteristics and severity of a risk. Along these lines, Brand and Altstötter-Gleich
(2008) investigated neuropsychological mechanisms of decision-making under ambiguity
and risk. The findings suggest that perfectionism can influence decision-making in risky
situations in which explicit rules for rewards and punishments and probabilities are
stipulated, while other personality characteristics play a minor role in decisions with
ambiguous information about the potential results. A study by Edginton (1975)
investigated the relationship between MLS and RTP among leisure service managers. He
showed no significant relationship between MLS and the RTP among leisure service
managers. Nevertheless, a strong significant relationship was shown between the level of
responsibility and a high RTP.
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Risk-Taking and Marketing Perspectives
In 1960, Bauer introduced risk-taking into the marketing literature. He examined
how consumer information processing affects consumers' perception of risk prior to
purchase. He identified that consumers are faced with uncertainty about the outcomes
that will eventuate from a purchase decision and that at least some of these results might
be negative (Bauer, 1960). Wallach and Kogan (1965) defined risk-taking as an important
part of the decision-making process, whereby individuals need to consider the
probabilities of success and failure before deciding. Along these lines, Chen (2018)
defined marketing risk as “the possibility for an investor to experience losses due to
factors that affect the overall performance of the financial markets in which he is
involved” (p.1). In a recent paper, Buchner and Wagner (2017) examined whether typical
private equity fund compensation contracts reward excessive risk-taking rather than
managerial skill. They pointed out that risk-taking incentives may depend on the state of
the private equity market and a manager’s skill levels. They also noted that skilled
managers will have an incentive to reduce fund risk, while insufficient information may
result in an individual’s risk-taking when making decisions or judgments. Another way to
look at risk is using prospect theory, which is a behavioral framework that displays how
people decide between alternatives that involve risk and uncertainty (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979, 1992). Kahneman and Tversky (1979) stated that an individual's attitude
toward risk changes across the gain or loss framework of outcomes.
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Enterprise Risk Management Perspectives
The central issue in risk from an “Enterprise Risk Management” viewpoint
focuses on the factor of uncertainty. There are some things that are certain – we know
about them and the associated likelihood of occurrence (Taylor, 2014). That is called
“objective risk.” Objective risk is anything that is measurable directly or indirectly by
statistics and probability distributions. Most of the risks could become objective, when
the degree of risk could be measured or estimated its probability. Tsai and Luan (2016)
measured risk-taking behavior at the organizational level. The authors said this behavior
is influenced by three dimensions that include: (a) the proportion of investment (b)
variances of return on investment (ROI) of target firms, and (c) relatedness between focal
firm and target firms. The results indicated that the good conditions of organizational
performance, the investing experience, the linkages to governments and other
organizations, such as banks, can further ensure that agencies embrace risks. To such a
degree, Walker (2013) stated, “Evidence suggests that we, as humans, are generally poor
at estimating the impact and likelihood of risk events"(p.21). He concluded in his book
Winning with Risk Management that risk-taking could be described as willingness to look
for or stay away from risky situation. In business or the financial area, risk is seen as
something to be concluded as well as to be minimized (Walker, 2013).
The interpretation above reflects a host of researchers’ views and attitudes toward
risk/risk-taking influences on outcomes in positive or negative ways. A positive
viewpoint of risk/risk-taking suggests several ways of using a positive risk-based
approach for maximizing opportunities in order to pursue individual needs in an uncertain
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situation. Positive risk/risk-taking involves plans, actions, and broad physiological and
physical desires that reflect the positive potential for individual to take risk (Nathanson,
2015). Giddens (2008) stated that active risk-taking is a core element in the creation of a
dynamic economy and innovative society. On the other hand, risk/risk-taking has been
conceptualized as behavior that involves some potential for negative consequence to the
individual or to one’s organization. Risk, in this sense, is concerned with the likelihood of
harm or negative consequence as physical or psychological harm (Chapman, 2011). In
the negative domain, the same effect leads to a risk seeking preference for a loss
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).
Byrnes et al. (1999) stated that several studies have been offered defining
risk/risk-taking which can be applied to individuals or organizations. They concluded that
theories of risk-taking take place in one of three dimensions. These dimensions include:
(a) scholars who studied the differences among individuals that regularly take risks and
those who regularly avoid risks (b) scholars who studied the differences among situations
that encourage to risk-taking and situations that promote risk aversion, and (c) scholars
who studied the differences between individuals and situations that promote risk-taking
or not (see Table 4).
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Table 4
Summary of the Definitions of Risk-Taking
Author/Year

Definition

Chen (2018)

“The possibility for an investor to experience losses due
to factors that affect the overall performance of the
financial markets in which he is involved” (p. 1)

Aven and Guikema (2015)

The combination of the future occurrence of a threatattack (S)-consequence (C) scenario and associated
uncertainties (U; What threats will occur? What will be
the defender response? What will be the response of the
potential attackers? Will an attack occur? What attack
will occur when and how and what will the
consequences be in case of an attack?”(p.2169)

Nathanson (2015)

“Likely to be harmful or dangerous, it can also be
functional and goal-directed and play an important part
in developmental tasks” (p. vii)

Lee et al. (2015)

Attitude that represents an individual’s positive or
negative estimate of controlled behavior with a
perceived uncertain outcome.

Walker (2013)

Could be described as willingness to look for or stay
away from risky situation.

Allah and Nakhaie (2011)

“The tendency to engage in behaviors that have the
potential to be harmful or dangerous, yet at the same
time provide the opportunity for some kind of outcome
that can be perceived as positive" (p.78)

Byrnes et al. (1999)

“The implementation of options that could lead to
negative consequences" (p. 367)

Kogan and Wallach (1964)

An important part of the decision-making process,
whereby individuals need to consider the probabilities
of success and failure before deciding.
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Risk-Taking Propensity (RTP)
Aside from the literature above regarding interpretations and definitions of
risk/risk-taking, several important studies also have focused on the topic of RTP. RTP
has historically been recognized as an integral part of the decision-making process. In the
literature, RTP has been broadly conceptualized as an individual's tendency to take or
avoid risks (Allah & Nakhaie, 2011; Byrnes et al., 1999; Kaplan & Garrick, 1981; Chen,
2018; Fishburn, 1970). RTP can be defined as ‘‘the perceived probability of receiving the
rewards associated with success of a proposed situation, which is required by an
individual before he will subject himself to the consequences associated with failure, the
alternative situation providing less reward as well as less severe consequences than the
proposed situation’’ (Brockhaus, 1980, p. 513). For example, Kogan and Wallach (1964)
provided the classical foundation for research investigation exploring RTP. In their
investigation, they examined the relationship between several different measures of risk,
including judgmental extremity and confidence and utility and subjective probability.
Their findings showed a strong relationship between judgment extremity and confidence
(Kogan & Wallach, 1964). A lesser significance was found between utility and subjective
probability. The authors' findings did not support risk-taking propensity across different
situations. In this study, it was found that individuals who were more cautious when
making decisions were more likely to examine a greater number of elements relevant to
those decisions. The opposite was found for those individuals who took greater risks.
These individuals examined fewer relevant criteria when making risky decisions. The
authors concluded that RTP increases as the number of factors or elements related to the
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situation decreases. In other words, individuals with a high RTP are willing to make
decisions where less factors are involved in the decision-making process.
In another study on RTP, Fischhoff (1994) stated the acceptability of risk is a
relative concept involving consideration of various factors and judgments which include
the certainty and severity of the risk, the overall wellness of the individual, one’s
knowledge or familiarity of the risk, and whether compensation is offered to the
individual for their exposure the risk.
Economic Perspectives of Risk-Taking Propensity
Economists have built a large body of theoretical information regarding an
individual’s ability to make decisions that are risky (Kahneman, 1979; Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979; Quiggin, 1982; Starmer, 2000). For example, Expected Utility Theory
(EUT) deals with making decisions under uncertain or risky conditions. Mongin (1997)
defines the Expected Utility Theory as a process whereby a “decision maker (DM)
chooses between risky or uncertain prospects by comparing their expected utility values,
i.e., the weighted sums obtained by adding the utility values of outcomes multiplied by
their respective probabilities” (p. 1). EUT assumes that individuals must choose the act
with the highest expected, most efficient outcome. Quiggin (1982) stated that “under the
anticipated utility theory, an individual's attitudes to prospects are determined both by
their attitudes to the possible outcome and by their attitude to the probabilities” (p.11).
Further, risk averse decision makers prefer relatively low risks and their choice involves a
trade-off between risk and expected reward, so they are willing to sacrifice some
expected return in order to reduce the relatively high risks (March & Shapira, 1987).
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In addition, Prospect Theory, another concept, can be described as the path
whereby individuals choose between probable alternatives that include a risk component
where the probabilities of outcomes are acknowledged. In other words, Prospect Theory
“distinguishes two phases in the choice process: framing and valuation” (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1992, p. 299).
Framing is where a decision maker considers the acts, contingencies, and
outcomes that are pertinent to decisions making. In the valuation phase, the individual
making decisions measures the worth of each potential act and chooses the most
beneficial outcome.
Kahneman and Tversky (1979) stated, “decision making under risk can be viewed
as a choice between prospects or gambles” (p. 263).
Subsequently, Edwards (1954) indicated that there are three properties an economic
individual possesses: he/she is completely informed, he/she is infinitely sensitive, and
he/she is rational. Edwards (1954) said, "economic man is assumed to know not only
what all the courses of action open to him are, but also what the outcome of any action
will be" (p. 381). Still further, Sharma, Alford, Bhuian, and Pelton (2009) have provided
research dealing with the paradigm of risk propensity and empirically investigated a
higher-order risk propensity model. In their investigation, they extended consumers' risk
propensity concept. Their findings showed four first-order factors, namely, risk-taking
attitude, perceived risk evaluation, price consciousness, and decisional conflict that effect
consumers' risk propensity.
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Psychological Perspectives of Risk-Taking Propensity
The issue of risk-taking and RTP measurement is a complex one. A common use
of a risk-taking instrument is to measure risk-taking in relation to psychological
disorders. For example, Porcelli and Delgado (2017) examined the relationship between
acute stress and decision-making. They pointed out that acute stress exposure can
influence human decision-making in complex ways that could result in effect on
valuation, learning, and risk-taking. They suggested that risk-taking increases when
decisions are framed as potential financial gains. They stated, "stress may promote
increased risk-taking/reward-seeking even when this leads to disadvantageous outcomes”
(p. 36). A similar study by Swogger, Walsh, Lejuez, and Kosson (2010) investigated the
relationships between psychopathy and risky behavior among male county jail inmates
who had externalizing disorders, such as antisocial personality, alcohol use, and drug use
disorders.
The aforementioned findings suggest that those with externalizing disorders
reported being greater risk-takers, but when they were given a real-life risk-taking task,
their levels of risk-taking were no higher than those of a control group.
Group Decision Making and Risk-Taking Propensity
The psychological literature contains a well-developed area of inquiry dealing
with the effects of group decisions on willingness to take risk. In fact, a number of studies
have been directed toward the effect of group decisions on willingness to take risk. First
introduced by Stoner (1961) and expanded by Wallach, Kogan, and Bem (1962; 1964),
group decision influence is known as risky shift. Stoner (1961) has indicated that when
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individuals reach decisions as members of a group, they tend to advocate significantly
more risky courses of action than when they had reached decisions as individuals. A
study by Wallach et al. (1962) measured whether the interaction of groups results in
accepting greater risk in pursuing a desirable outcome or not.
In a study involving 218 university students, these researchers found that (a)
group decisions display more serious risk-taking than shows up in pre-discussion
individual decisions (b) post-discussion decisions display the same increase in risk-taking
as occurs in group decisions, and (c) the level of risk-taking in pre-discussion and level
impact within the group are positively related. In addition, this risky shift in-group
decision making may occur for two reasons: (a) the individuals with more extreme views
might be more willingness to take risks when compared with more conservative members
of the group, and (b) group members may fail to consider all available opinions and
possibilities (Stoner, 1961; Wallach et al., 1962).
Also, a study by Zajonc, Wolosin, Wolosin, and Sherman (1968) attempted to
determine whether individual risk preferences change under group conditions. The
findings revealed that genuine change occurs in individual risk preferences when groups
are formed. Group's risk preferences showed consistent and significant shifts in
conservative directions, while individuals remaining alone did not shift. The findings
showed a strong relationship between individual risk preferences and subjective expected
utility. The expected utility is the expected outcome of a rational decision maker
(Quiggin, 1982).
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Gender Differences and Risk-Taking Propensity
Several studies have indicated significant differences in RTP when comparing
males and females (Bailey, 1990; Kogan & Wallach, 1964; Muldrow & Bayton, 1979;
Wallach & Mabli, 1970). Researchers hold different views about the willingness of men
and women to make risky decisions. For example, Ertac and Gurdal (2012) investigated
the willingness of men and women to make risky decisions on behalf of a group, as well
as the amount of risk that men and women take for the group, in comparison to their
individual decisions. The results concluded that there was a gender gap between the
willingness of men and women to decide on behalf of the group. There was a decline in
risk-aversion during decisions made for others. Only about half of the females 55% (27
out of 49) preferred that their decisions be implemented as a group decision, while a vast
majority of men 86% (68 out of 79) expressed such a preference. These researchers also
found that women who preferred to be the decision-maker for their group were
significantly more risk-taking than women who did not, both in an individual context and
in the group context. They also stated that the unwillingness of females to make such
decisions can be an important reason why men are more likely to be found in leader
positions in the workplace, but women who take more risk are equally likely to volunteer
to be leaders.
Muldrow and Bayton (1979) showed that female administrators were less willing
to take risks than male administrators were. Harrison, Lau, and Rutström (2007)
concluded that risk attitudes vary significantly with respect to several important sociodemographic characteristics such as age and education. Those scholars observed that

40

females were less willing to take risks than males. As Bailey (1990) noted, males were
greater risk takers than females only in financial matters.
Risk-Taking Propensity and Age
RTP may be viewed as a personality trait that is subject to change over one’s
lifespan. The willingness to take risks narrowly decreases over one’s lifespan.
For example, a study by Mata, Josef, and Hertwig (2016) emphasized that the ways age is
likely to affect an individual’s propensity for risk-taking in different countries throughout
the world. Using data from the World Values Survey reporting on 77 countries (N = 147,
118), they stated that age, environment, and gender are important dimensions that
contribute to explaining a significant amount of variance in propensity for risk-taking.
Results revealed that propensity for risk-taking tended to decline across the life span in
most countries.
Slovic (1972) confirmed that risk-taking preferences vary from one situation to
another based on the biases in judgments of probability, variability, and covariation of
risk-taking preferences. The results indicated that individuals in a same or similar risky
situation may demonstrate completely different attitudes. This researcher stated that risktaking propensity as a personality characteristic would prove valuable in the selection and
training of portfolio managers and help individuals better understand and serve their
clients. Also, an individual's previous learning experiences in risk-taking settings appear
to be much more important than one’s general personality characteristics.
Along those lines, Wang, Kruger, and Wilke (2009) examined the effects of lifehistory variables on risk-taking propensity by measuring five evolutionarily valid
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domains of risk. These included between-group competition, within-group competition,
environmental challenge, mating and resource allocation, and fertility and reproduction.
They concluded that older respondents showed lower risk propensity in both betweenand within-group competition, and male participants were more risk-taking than women
in all domains were. Also, the results showed that having a younger sibling could reduce
RTP in the domains of environmental challenge, reproduction, and between-group
competition. One’s parenthood could also decrease RTP in within- and between-group
competitions. On the other hand, having a child when a person is older could increase a
higher propensity to engage in environmental and mating risks. These researchers stated,
“life-history variables regulate human risk-taking propensity in specific risk domains"
(p.77).
RTP at the Individual and Organizational Level
The areas of RTP have become increasingly entwined and have received growing
attention in the at the individual and organization levels. For example, Sitkin and Pablo
(1992) noted that the conception of RTP at the individual level may be extended to the
organizational level by viewing the organization as a decision-making entity.
In a recent study by Cui, Sun, Xiao, and Zhao (2016) showed that the alertness to
business ideas leads to a significantly higher level of autonomy, innovativeness, risktaking, and pro-activeness resulting in higher levels of risk propensity. On the other hand,
when people have a low-risk propensity, the effect of alertness to business ideas on
autonomy, innovativeness, and pro-activeness is relatively low. Saini and Martin (2009)
explained three sets of factors that influenced organization RTP when it comes to
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strategic risk behavior. These include a decision maker's characteristics, organizational
context, and characteristics of ethical climate and marketing output control.
Measuring Risk-Taking Propensity
Some scholars have attempted to measure RTP as a personality trait. For example,
Dohmen et al. (2011) measured risk attitudes using a large representative survey by
asking people about their willingness to take risks “in general.” Their findings suggested
that gender, age, height, and parental background have a significant impact on
willingness to take risks. They stated, “The question about risk-taking in general
generates the best all-around predictor of risky behavior."
A study by Szrek, Chao, Ramlagan, and Peltzer (2012) compared four different
RTP measures on their ability to describe and to predict actual risky behavior in the
health domain. Those measures included: (a) a general measure of risk-taking propensity
derived from a one-item survey question (b) a risk aversion index (c) a measure of risktaking derived from an incentive compatible behavioral task, and (d) a composite score of
risk-taking likelihood in the health domain. The study had 351 participants. The findings
suggested that a one-item general measure is the best predictor of risky health behavior in
their study. The interpretation above reflects a host of researchers’ views and attitudes
toward risk-taking propensity. These researchers measured eight different decision
domains : (1) risk-taking propensity in relation to psychological and psychological
disorders (e.g. stress exposure, psychopathy, externalizing disorders, effect of group
decisions on willingness to take risk, judgment and confidence, and utility) (2) economic
risk (e.g. decision making under risk by selecting the "best" alternative or maximization
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of expected value) (3) risk-taking propensity in relation to individual characteristics (e.g.
alertness, innovativeness, judgmental and confidence, and utility) (4) risk-taking
propensity in relation to marketing (e.g. consumers' risk propensity, price consciousness)
(5) risk-taking propensity in relation to life-history variables (e.g. gender, age, education,
and parental background) (6) ethical risk (e.g. individual’s values and beliefs) (7) social
risk (e.g. social bias, demographic variables, and social capital), and (8) monetary risk
that is related to financial gain and loss.
A review of the literature reveals that many variables such as decision-making,
perceptions of gains and losses, and various psychological factors affect a person's
behavior. The findings revealed that risk-taking in any domain is influenced by general
factors, such as age, gender, parental background, and personality. One’s personal
experiences can be used to predict risk-taking in each of the seven domains measured as
well as overall risk-taking scores (Harrison et al., 2007; Mata et al., 2016; Sitkin & Pablo
1992; Slovic, 1972).
Several lines of evidence suggest that RTP is a pattern, and some individuals are
habitually risk takers, while others have specific patterns of risky behavior. Also, RTP
increases in adolescence, peaks in young adulthood, and declines with aging. Finally,
RTP in any of these domains likely is not entirely generalizable (Bailey, 1990; Muldrow
& Bayton, 1979; Porcelli & Delgado, 2017). Research related to RTP is far from
definitive. Studies of RTP are expanding rapidly in the United States, but there is limited
literature regarding the RTP in different decision domains. However, the literature
indicates that little empirical evidence supports a robust relationship between RTP and
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business performance. Still, research results are often mixed in order to comprehensively
examine risk behaviors.
Such findings have important implications for nonprofit leaders’ risk-oriented
practices and behaviors and the variables that might influence one’s propensity to take
risk.
Managerial Leadership
This section analyzes five foundational leadership theories: Great Man Theory,
Trait Theory, Behavioral Theories, Contingency Theories, and Transactional Leadership
Theory. It begins with a brief history and development of leadership theories and reviews
several recent published studies in the context of all five theories.
Great Man Theory (1840s)
The study of leadership has been an important part of the success in for profit and
NPOs for several decades. The practice of leadership has changed considerably over time
since 1840s with the Great Man Theory, but the need for leaders in organizations has not.
The Great Man Theory is linked to the work of the historian Thomas Carlyle (Carlyle,
1993). In 1840, Thomas Carlyle delivered a lecture series with titles such as On Heroes,
Hero-Worship, and the Heroic in History (Carlyle, Goldberg, Brattin, & Engel, 1993).
Thomas Carlyle’s basic idea of leaders was that effective leaders were a package of
Godly motivation and the right personality with supreme power of charisma, intelligence,
wisdom, vision, and talent (Carlyle, 1993; Carlyle et al., 1993). In 1941, Thomas Carlyle
argued that great leaders are born, not made (Carlyle et al., 1993).
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Trait Theory (1930s - 1940s)
Since the mid-19th and early 20th centuries, many studies of leadership have
focused on the personality characteristics of individuals. Primarily known as the Trait
Theory of Leadership, this approach focused on identifying different personality traits
such as one’s stature, confidence, intelligence, attractiveness, and self-confidence, which
distinguished leaders from non-leaders (Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991; Lord, De Vader, &
Alliger, 1986; Mann, 1959). The Trait Theory assumes that certain physical, social, and
personal characteristics are necessary to be a leader (Carroll, Ford, & Taylor, 2015).
Leadership is an attribute of the individual according to Trait Theory. Also, Trait Theory
disregards the claim that leadership traits are genetic or acquired (Kirkpatrick & Locke,
1991; Lord, et al., 1986; Mann, 1959). For example, Stogdill (1948, 1974) conducted two
studies to examine leadership traits. In his first study, he reviewed and analyzed 124 trait
studies that were conducted between 1904 and 1947. He determined that an average
individual who occupies a position of leadership is different from an average group
member based on five general categories that include capacity, achievement,
responsibility, participation, and status.
Stogdill (1948) concluded, “Persons who are leaders in one situation may not
necessarily be leaders in other situations” (p. 65). In his second study, Stogdill (1974)
reviewed and analyzed 163 studies that were conducted during the period from 1948 to
1970.
He suggested that the following trait profile is characteristic of successful leaders:
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The leader is characterized by a strong drive for responsibility and task
completion, vigor and persistence in pursuit of goals, adventurous and originality
in problem solving, drive to exercise initiative in social situations, selfconfidence and sense of personal identity, willingness to accept consequences of
decision and action, readiness to absorb interpersonal stress, willingness to
tolerate frustration and delay, ability to influence other persons' behavior, and
capacity to structure social interaction systems to the purpose at hand. (p. 81)
Behavioral Theories (1940s - 1950s)
In response to the criticisms of the Trait Theory approach to leadership, theorists
began to research leadership as a set of individual behaviors. Behavioral Theories of
leadership were based upon the belief that great leaders can be developed, rather than
born. Behavioral Theories postulated that people can be trained to be leaders. Theorists
studied the relationship between leaders' behaviors and follower’s performance and job
satisfaction. The three most influential behavioral theories of leadership efforts were
conducted at the University of Harvard, the Ohio State University, and the University of
Michigan (House & Aditya, 1997).
One of the major empirical contributions from the behavioral school was the
identification of two broad classes of leader behaviors task-oriented and personoriented behaviors that were identified by repeated factor analyses conducted by
the Ohio State group, interviews by the Michigan group, and observation of
emergent leaders in laboratories by the Harvard group. It should be noted that the
Harvard group also identified a third dimension, individual prominence, which was
somehow ignored in subsequent leadership literature (p. 154).
The Ohio State University Leadership Study focused on identifying good leaders
based upon behavior of individuals. The study used the Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire (LBDQ) sent to leaders and subordinates of the organizations to identify
independent dimensions of leader behaviors. These studies narrowed the description of
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leader behavior into two dimensions: Initiating Structure Behavior and Consideration
Behavior.
Contingency Theories (1960s)
The contingency theory assumes that there is no one best way for a leader to lead
the team members. Situational leaders are those who can manage team members in all
kinds of known and unknown situations in order to achieve the organization's goals.
Among the best-known contingency theories of leadership is Fiedler's Contingency
Model of Leadership. Fiedler assumed that effective leadership depended not only on the
style of the leader, but also on the leader's control over a situation of the team members
(Fiedler, 1964).
Fiedler stated that situation favorableness for a leader depended on three
dimensions: (a) group atmosphere that referred to the degree to which team members
accept and respect their leader (b) task structure that referred to the degree to which the
duty task list of the team members is clear and well-defined, and (d) the position of
power that referred to the degree to which the leader has enough power to control all
team members (Fiedler, 1964). According to Fiedler’s model, if the three dimensions are
high, the situation can be favorable for the leader.
On the off chance that the three dimensions are low, the situation in combination with
leadership style determines effectiveness (Fiedler, 2006).
According to the situational theory that Hersey and Blanchard (1969) proposed,
only a few aspects may affect a leader's behavior, such the relationship between followers
and leader, the capability of followers, and the follower’s performance and motivation.
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Hersey and Blanchard stated that effective leadership depended on the task-relevant
maturity level of people that are being led. Therefore, leaders should change their
leadership styles based on the task- relevant maturity of the followers and the details of
the task (Hersey & Blanchard, 1969).
Hersey and Blanchard cited four leadership styles: (a) telling/directing leadership
style. This mean that if team followers are unable to understand the task, the leader tells
each member what to do and how to do the task; (b) selling/coaching leadership style.
Using this style, the leader may need to convince team members, provide information and
direction. However, some of the team members will follow the leader's lead and do things
in a specific way; (c) participating/consulting leadership style. The leader tries to build
good relationships and participate with those on the team and focus less on direction; and
(d) delegating leadership style refers to leaders that delegate most of the responsibility to
the followers and are less involved in decisions.
Transactional Leadership Theories (1970s)
Transactional Leadership Theory is based on the idea that only rewards and
punishments can motivate followers. Max Weber, one of the fathers of sociology, first
described Transactional Leadership Theory. Later, in the early 1980s, Bernard M. Bass
explored the theory (Bryant, 2003). Bass (1990) indicated that transactional leadership
can be characterized by three dimensions: (a) contingent rewards in which rewards are
connected to the performance of the employee (b) active management by exception in
which leaders are intended to intervene only in cases where they are required to
undertake corrective measures in order to achieve the set objectives, and (c) laissez-faire
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leadership in which leaders avoid making any decision and have abdicated all
responsibilities to others involved. Robbins, Judge, and Sanghi (2007) defined
transactional leadership as “Leaders who lead primarily by using social exchanges for
transactions” (p. 475).
In the mid-19th and early 20th centuries, when Weber (1947), first scientifically
identified leadership theories, his theory of social and economic organization first
described the concept of rational- legal leadership. Rational- legal authority would come
to be known as transactional leadership style. In 1958, Weber distinguished between
three main types of authority in his essay “The three types of legitimate rule” that
included traditional, charismatic, and legal rational authority (Weber, 1958).
First, traditional authority was legitimized through belief in the sanctity of traditions.
Second, charismatic authority depended on the relationship between the leader and the
followers. Swedberg and Agevall (2016) stated that leadership “rests on the devotion to
the exceptional sanctity, heroism or exemplary character of an individual person, and of
the normative patterns” (p.190). Third, legal-rational authority was based on clearly
defined laws. The legal-rational authority was, therefore, a result of a system of rules
(Weber, 1958).
Transformational leadership can be contrasted with transactional leadership (R.
Gill, 2011). In 1978, Burns was the first who presented the concept of transformational
leadership in his study of the political, social, and psychological dimensions of
leadership. According to Burns, “The result of transforming leadership is a relationship of
mutual stimulation and elevation that converts followers into leaders and may convert
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leaders into moral agents” (1978, p. 4). McCloskey (2015) defined transformational
leadership as” the process of creating, sustaining and enhancing leader-follower,
follower-leader and leader-leader partnerships in pursuit of a common vision, in
accordance with shared values and on behalf of the community in which leaders and
followers jointly serve” (p. 4).
According to Burns (1987), transformational leadership is a process where a
leader works with subordinates to identify needed change that causes transfer in
individuals and social systems. Bass (1990) stated, “We have found that employees not
only do a better job when they believe their supervisors are transformational leaders, but
they also are much more satisfied with the company's performance appraisal system” (p.
25). Bass and Avolio (1990, 1995, 1997, 2000) suggested that transformational
leadership is composed of four dimensions: (a) Individual consideration (b) Intellectual
stimulation (c) Inspirational Motivation, and (d) Idealized influenced. These four styles
are often referred to as the ‘Four I’s’ of transformational leadership (Bass & Avolio
1995).
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Table 5
Literature Summary of Leadership Theories
Leadership Theory

Time

Major Belief

Great Man Theory

(1840s)

According to this theory, leaders are
simply born not made.

Trait Theory

(1930s & 1940s)

There are specific traits of an individual
characteristics give them better leader
than those who are not leaders.

Behavioral Theories

(1940s & 1950s)

Assumed that leader is made, not born.

Contingency Theories

(1960s)

A contingency theory is an
organizational theory assume that there is
no optimal way to lead an organization.

Transactional

(1970s)

Transactional Leadership is based on the
idea that exchanges between the leader
and the followers occur by rewards and
punishment.

(1980s)

Leaders who have exceptional effects on
their followers use what is called
‘charismatic’ leadership.

leadership Theories

Transformational
leadership

Nonprofit Leadership
Leadership is perhaps one of the most important aspects of NPOs because these
organizations play an important role in providing education, social services, housing,
health care, and other public interest needs (Renz, 2016). As the NPOs have grown by
20% over the last 10 years, the challenges they face have also grown.
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Renz (2010) determined four challenges of NPOs. These include (a) the fiscal
challenge (b) the competition challenge (c) the effectiveness challenge, and (d) the
technology challenge. Research studies on NPOs suggest that there is an increase in
managerial leadership failure, so NPOs need to build their leadership capacity (Berger,
Penna, & Goldberg, 2010; Minow, 2000; Kunreuther & Corvington, 2007; De Vita,
Fleming, & Twombly, 2001; Renz, 2016; Saxton & Benson, 2005). Regarding leadership
transitions in NPOs, Kunreuther and Corvington (2007) concluded that there are three
main themes of nonprofit leadership crisis , which include : (a) a concern about the
organizational structures available in the sector which are referred to as change of
economic environment (b) a leadership gap between baby boomer leaders and younger
leaders, possibly because of the way the a director's role is now currently conceived, and
(c) a need for baby boomer leaders to rethink how they work with younger leaders.
The fiscal challenge for NPOs revolves around the managerial leadership role
(Froelich, McKee, & Rathge, 2011). Normally, managerial leadership in NPOs is viewed
as the synthesis of the chief executive officer, board chair, board members, staff,
professionals, volunteers, and donors. NPOs are managed, governed, structured, and
taxed differently when compared to the profit sector (Newman & Wallender, 1978).
NPOs are typically governed by a board of directors, a board of trustees, or volunteer
members (Agard, 2011). A nonprofit organization’s board of directors and trustees are
fiduciary agents legally responsible for managing property for the benefit of their
organizations. Ott and Meyer (2016) defined governance as "the function of oversight
that a group of people assume when they incorporate under the laws of a state for an
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organizational purpose that qualifies for nonprofit status” (p. 2). In fact, all NPOs are
legally required to have a governing body that provides strategic leadership to the
organization (Agard, 2011; Cornforth, 2003; Land et al., 2006). Boards of directors are
legally accountable for the leadership of NPO. One of the most important responsibilities
for many boards is to hire the CEO/executive director to run the day-to-day management
activities and achieve organizations’ mission, vision, and support its value structure
(Renz, 2016).
Generally, the board of directors or board of trustees have three primary legal
duties known as the duty of care, duty of loyalty, and duty of obedience (Baynes, 2002;
Eisenberg, 2006; Renz, 2016). First, duty of care refers to the fact that members of the
board of directors’ act in a reasonable and informed manner on behalf of the
organization. Second, duty of loyalty refers to the requirement that members of the board
of directors’ act in good faith and in the best interests of the organization before their own
interests as well as avoiding potential conflicts of interest. Third, duty of obedience refers
to a director’s responsibility for making sure that the organization complies with all
federal, state, and local laws and regulations, and that it remains faithful to the
organization’s vision and mission (Baynes, 2002; Eisenberg, 2006; Renz, 2016). Renz
(2016) noted that “each board member, individually, is accountable for honoring the
same three fiduciary duties as is the entire board: to exhibit due care, loyalty, and
obedience on behalf of the organization on whose board the member serves” (p. 131).
Renz (2016) indicated four major categories of leadership tasks that boards
perform for NPOs, which include: (a) governance and strategic direction (b) resource
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development and acquisition (c) coaching and supporting, and (d) monitoring and
oversight. Also, a board of directors exists to provide leadership to their organization,
staff, and volunteers. One of the most important acts of the board of directors is the
selection of the right person to lead the accomplishment of the work.
Several theories have been put forward to define leadership that can apply to
NPOs. One of the most outstanding is the transformational leadership theory. Bass (1990)
listed four components of transformational leadership: (a) charisma - provides vision and
mission, gains respect and trust; (b) inspiration - inspires employees to reach great
heights of performance in simple ways; (c) intellectual stimulation - discovers and
promotes intelligence; and (d) individualized consideration gives attention and advice to
each follower's needs.
In general, a simple definition of leadership is that it “is a process whereby an
individual influence a group of individuals to achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 2007,
p. 3). Rowe (2001) indicated three categories of leadership: strategic leadership, visionary
leadership, and managerial leadership. He defined strategic leadership as “the ability to
influence others to voluntarily make day-to-day decisions that enhance the long-term
viability of the organization, while at the same time maintaining its short-term financial
stability” (Rowe, 2001, p. 81). All of these definitions apply to the work of individuals
leading NPOs.
Still further are more traditional ways of looking at leadership including the great
man theory that defines leaders as individuals endowed with great characteristics and
heroic abilities (Carlyle, 1993). In addition, the trait theory of leadership describes
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individual leaders, as people who have specific characteristics that help followers
understand the characteristics of good leaders (Carroll et al., 2015).
Samuel (1986) defined leadership as something "created in a space; a space for
people to grow, take risks, be creative, take initiatives, and learn by their mistakes" (p.
23). Nanjundeswaraswamy and Swamy (2014) wrote, “A leader can be defined as a
person who delegates or influences others to act so as to carry out specified objectives”
(p.57). In NPOs, however, the aim of leadership is not merely to create new leaders or
followers, but rather to create followers to accomplish something useful, such as reducing
poverty and/or preventing disease (Watson & Hoefer, 2013). Drucker (1990) declared
that the managerial leadership structure of NPOs suffers from a malfunction in the
performance of their functions.
Berger et al. (2010) stated three key remarks about the NPOs. They noted that in
the past few decades, the efforts pursued to address social problems have not been
thoughtfully intended to produce results. The nonprofit sector needs to rethink its
structure, rules, functions, practices, and limits. The nonprofit sector, Berger et al. (2010)
noted, has not invested in change. Finally, historically, donors typically overshadow the
primary interest or purpose of the organization’s investment because they are the
investors.
Thus, NPOs require information to attest to their investment preference as well as
to show the impact of their donations (Jefferson, 2014). A study by Omolayo (2007)
found that "leadership is a social influence process in which the leader seeks the
voluntary participation of subordinates in an effort to reach the organization goals."
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Today’s NPOs need effective leaders who understand the complexities of the rapidly
changing global environment and social change. Early research in the area of NPO
leadership involved an attempt to define its various dimensions. Researchers have used
organizational mission, vision, resource utilization, internal processes, goal attainment,
and outcomes as measures for determining effective leadership. Although this approach
has been studied focusing on various organizational dimensions, it has not measured
MLS holistically.
Bass and Steidlmeier (1999) assumed that the transfer of leadership in NPOs is
not planned nor is it smooth. They indicated that executive directors are accountable for
the success or failure of NPOs, and small nonprofits usually lack qualified internal
candidates. A study conducted by Johnson, Wilke, and Weber (2004) used two
dimensions of leadership to collect information and analyze the perspectives of 12
nonprofit executives who experienced leadership transition during the years 2008 to
2012. The first dimension is the influence of incumbent executives in facilitating
successor planning. The second dimension is the consideration of ascribing resource
value to the executive position. Johnson et al. (2004) indicated that underutilization of
successor planning is characterized by three elements: (a) a reality of nonprofit
executives facing operational distractions (b) governing boards avoiding the issue of
leadership transition, and (c) nonprofit organizations underutilizing strategic planning.
Frayne (2014) analyzed the nonprofit leaders’ responses to effective
organizational performance. He suggested that such measurements include the
establishment of a road map, management tools, and identification of the organization's
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weakest links. Frayne also indicated three elements used to measure nonprofit
organizations' effectiveness. These include (a) the need for larger performance
management systems (b) eliminating the unfunded mandate for performance
measurement, and (c) the desire for organization-specific mission-based outcome
measurement. Frayne recommended that nonprofit leaders must create a culture of
performance management in order to facilitate measurement and improvements.
Several scholars have discussed whether theories of leadership from the for-profit
literature would apply to nonprofit organizations and whether there are similarities and
differences between nonprofit and profit organizations (Perry & Rainey, 1988; Thach &
Thompson, 2007). Although there is a similarity in the practice of managerial leadership
between nonprofit and profit organizations (Chubb & Moe, 1988; Perry & Rainey, 1988),
they differ in their foundational purpose, ownership, structure, accountability, constraints,
incentives, culture, budgets, and organizational environment (Perry & Rainey, 1988). For
example, while profit organizations seek to generate income for their owners and
shareholders, NPOs are attempting to address social concerns. M. Worth (2018) noted
nonprofit leaders are different from those in business and government sectors in four
ways: (a) nonprofit leadership uniquely requires the ability to integrate mission, the
acquisition of resources, and strategy; (b) complex relationships among a nonprofit
organization’s stakeholders require leaders who are especially skilled in areas such as
negotiation; (c) leaders of NPOs must measure success results from the ability to achieve
the organization's mission; and (d) many of the problems that nonprofit managers address
are exceptionally difficult to measure, such as reducing poverty and preventing disease.
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Herman and Heimovics (1990) have also suggested that NPOs differ significantly
from business and governmental organizations in these ways: (a) governance and the
roles and relations of boards and executives (b) sources and mix of revenues, and (c) the
extent of reliance on volunteers for program delivery. Along similar lines, Moore (2000)
claimed that there are two key differences between the nonprofit and for-profit
organizations. These include: (a) revenue sources (e.g., individuals, donors, and,
taxpayers, time, material, customers, and fees for service), and (b) how to measure values
produced by the nonprofit and for-profit organization. Moore (2000) offered that while
NPOs deliver their values by achieving their social purposes and the satisfaction of their
donors, profit oriented organizations deliver their value by sharing financial returns with
their owners and shareholders as well as gaining the satisfaction of their customers.
Fottler (1981) supported this viewpoint by asserting that there are differences
between nonprofit and for-profit organizations. He pointed out that the primary purpose
of NPOs tend to serve the public interest, while the purpose of for-profit organizations is
to generate profit which is distributed to owners and stakeholders.
In another study, B. P. Tucker and Parker (2013) also supported the idea that the
relationship between strategy and control in the nonprofit sector is similar to that in the
profit sector, but the nonprofit sector is exercises management control. On the other hand,
Agard (2011) suggested that there is no difference between leadership in nonprofit or forprofit organizations because they face the same challenges. Perry and Rainey (1988)
argue that although the literature of comparisons between public and private
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organizations is growing, it has remarkable shortcomings. Perry and Rainey (1988)
stated:
Researchers must be more attentive to key sub dimensions implied by the simple
public-private dichotomies used in most research and positive theory to date, and
they must improve theoretical and empirical analyses of why public and private
organizations vary, if they do (p. 192).
Leadership Focus in Nonprofit Organizations
Few studies have identified the managerial leadership skills relevant to NPOs.
Servant leadership proposed by Greenleaf (1997) provides a framework to managerial
leadership that is adapted by many NPOs. Greenleaf defined servant leadership as "the
great leader is seen as servant first, and that simple fact is the key to his greatness" (p.
19). Along those same lines, Kouzes and Posner (2007) presented five leadership
practices for NPOs including: (a) challenging the process refers to leaders who are
seeking new opportunities and ways to improve the current situation of their organization
while learning from mistakes (b) inspiring a shared vision refers to leaders who are
looking to the future with a positive image to meet a common purpose (c) enabling others
to act refers to leaders who build relationships with their employees based on mutual
trust, collaboration, and employee involvement in planning (d) modeling the way refers
to leaders who lead their employees and projects by behaving consistently with the
organization's values and beliefs, and (d) encouraging the heart refers to leaders who
promote the organization's vision by appreciating their employees' achievements and
encouraging them to sustain continued efforts. In addition, Thach and Thompson (2007)
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emphasized managerial leadership in NPOs should recognize the importance of honesty
and integrity, being collaborative, and developing others in order to be effective leaders.
Gender Differences and Leadership Summary
Women have historically played significant leadership roles in the NPOs. The
percentage of women in leadership roles varies significantly when comparing the
nonprofit and for-profit sectors. In 2017, according to U.S Department of Labor, 74.6
million women were in in the United Status’s workforce (DeWolf, 2017). Women
comprise an average of 75% of the workforce in NPOs compared to 44% in profit
organizations. Unfortunately, women's leadership positions in the nonprofit sector often
pay less than those in the profit sector. (Bronznick & Goldenhar, 2009; Kent, Blair,
Rudd, & Schuele, 2010; Lansford, Clements, Falzon, Aish, & Rogers, 2010; Lanfranchi
& Narcy, 2015). Lansford, et al. (2010) stated, “female workers are predominant in the
nonprofit sector, yet women are still underrepresented in the executive ranks of
nonprofits. Most interviewees feel that women are still not adequately acknowledged and
represented in the leadership level of organizations, and they still maintain a perception
that there is a gender bias within their field” (p. 61).
Summary of Leadership Differences
Several empirical studies provide evidence of differences between nonprofit and
profits organizations. The literature review revealed several differences between
nonprofit and profits organizations, but only three differences that present a major
challenge for nonprofit leaders. Those include a large population of volunteers, less
gender diverse workforce, and a different value base than in other sectors (see Table 6).
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The literature of nonprofit management is drawn from three principal areas: (1)
the work of social scientists who study nonprofit organizations as social and economic
institutions (2) theories of organizational behavior, and management theory from the
businesses that have relevance to nonprofit organizations, and (3) rich practitioner
literature that offers important understandings.
Table 6
Summary of Nonprofit Leadership Definitions
Author & Year
Carroll et al. (2015)

Definition
“Process whereby an individual influences a group of
individuals to achieve a common goal”

Omolayo (2007)

“A social influence process in which the leader seeks the
voluntary participation of subordinates in an effort to
reach organization goals"

Nanjundeswaraswamy &
Swamy (2014)

“A person who delegates or influencing others to act so as
to carry out specified objectives"

Northouse (2007)

"A process whereby an individual influences a group of
individuals to achieve a common goal”

Rowe (2001)

“The ability to influence others to voluntarily make dayto-day decisions that enhance the long-term viability of
the organization, while at the same time maintaining its
short-term financial stability”

Carlyle (1993)

Persons gifted with great characteristics , talent, and
heroic abilities
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Risk-Taking Propensity and Managerial Leadership
RTP is a key factor in the success of any organization. The challenge for leaders
is to encourage their employees to act in the organization's interest by thinking ahead,
acting in an innovative fashion, and taking risks. For example, a study by Cain and
McKeon (2016) examined the relationships between CEO personal risk-taking, corporate
risk-taking, and total firm risk-taking. The results demonstrated that a CEO's risk-taking
behavior in non-economic contexts could contain information about the CEO’s corporate
policy choices that affect the overall risk assumed by the firm. Hutton, Jiang, and Kumar
(2014) emphasized that individual political preferences of corporate managers influenced
corporate policies.
Still further, an interesting fact to understand is the willingness of leaders to face
the challenge of taking risks by focusing on organizational outcomes, competitive market
practices, and production (Naldi, Nordqvist, Sjöberg, & Wiklund, 2007). March and
Shapira (1987) addressed the relationship between decision theory conceptions of risk
and the conceptions managers hold. They stated that numerous additional complications
exist when viewing managerial perspectives of risk are taken as descriptions of the actual
processes underlying a leader's behavior and attitudes. For example, they suggested that
leaders tend to ignore possible events that are very unlikely to occur, regardless of their
outcomes. They identified that the managers see risk in ways that are both less accurate
and different from risk as it shows up in decision theory. The authors cited three
differences in the way risk is seen. First, most managers do not regard uncertainty about
positive results as an important aspect of risk.
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Next, managers believe that risk is not essentially a probability concept, but that
risk might better be defined in terms of amount to lose or the volume of risk. For
example, one manager noted, "A gamble of $1 million in terms of success in a project is
risk. However, a gamble of half a dollar is not a risk,” (March & Shapira, 1987, p. 1408).
Finally, these managers do not consider risk measures and are not interested in getting
quantified measures. Moreover, leaders differ in the way that they resolve decisions
involving risk and uncertainty. For example, Ingram and Thompson (2011) stated that
leaders can be categorized into four basic attitudes toward risk which include: (a)
pragmatists who deal with issues in a sensible and realistic manner and who prefer to
keep their options because they believe that the world is “uncertain and unpredictable,”
(b) conservators who believe that increasing profit is not as important as avoiding loss
because they see the world is at “peril and high risk,”(c) maximizers who see the world as
low risk and do not consider risk to be as important as profits. They believe that they
should accept large risks, if they are well compensated, and managers who see the world
as risky, but not too risky for firms that are guided properly by analyzing and classifying
the particular risks that offer the best rewards. This attitude carefully balances its risks
and rewards.
CEO’s Risk-Taking Propensity and Social Capital
Researchers have devoted more attention to examining the relationship between
CEO risk-taking propensity and the effect of social capital. For example, Ferris,
Javakhadze, and Rajkovic (2017) suggested that social capital has a positive effect on
corporate risk-taking for several reasons. These include: (a) social capital alters risk-
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tolerance of socially connected individuals because it offers a way to increase individual
risk-taking (b) social capital strengthens an individual's sense of power and, as a result,
leads to riskier preferences, and (c) social capital offers a way to minimize the result of
failure to the CEO by providing labor market insurance against job losses. Along these
lines, Bouslah, Linares-Zegarra, M'Zali, and Scholtens (2018) examined the relationship
between CEO risk-taking incentives and socially irresponsible activities using a large
sample of U.S. firms during the period from 1992–2012. They defined social
responsibility in their study as voluntary activities conducted by firms to achieve social
goals.
The period before the 2007 financial crisis suggest that CEO risk-taking
incentives are positively related to socially irresponsible activities, but the results after
the 2007 show no evidence of a significant relationship between CEO risk-taking
incentives and socially irresponsible activities. They reported that risk-taking incentives
embedded in the CEO compensation scheme have implications for corporate policies
toward socially irresponsible activities. Also, a study by Graham, Harvey, and Puri
(2013) concluded that U.S. chief executive officer CEOs differ from non-U.S. CEOs in
their traits and attitudes. In addition, they found that CEOs are significantly more
optimistic and risk-tolerant than lay individuals, but those traits and attitudes such as
optimism, risk-tolerance, and risk aversion are related to corporate financial policies and
the amount of CEOs compensation.
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CEO’s Risk-Taking Propensity and Organization Size
Carland, Carland, Carland, and Pearce (1995) examined the risk-taking propensity
of a sample of 114 entrepreneurs, 347 small business owners, and 387 managers. Their
findings showed that entrepreneurs, whose goals are profit and growth, are more likely to
display a greater propensity for risk-taking than either small business owners or managers
whose primary goals are family needs oriented. Their study also examined risk-taking
propensity as it related to demographic differences such as sex, age, and education. The
results indicated that older participants showed a lower level of risk-taking propensity
than younger participants did. Female participants displayed a lower level of risk-taking
propensity than did males. Higher levels of education led to higher propensities for risktaking among the participants in the study regardless of age. A study by MacCrimmon
and Wehrung (1986, 1990) showed that managers from large banks have different risk
attitudes when making decisions involving personal versus company money. Habib and
Hasan (2017) examined the impact of managerial ability on firm-level investment
efficiency and how this affects future stock price crash risk by using a managerial ability
measure. Their findings showed that crash risk increases for firms with more able
managers.
Edginton (1975) investigated the relationship between MLS and
RTP among leisure service managers. He indicated that there were no significant
relationships between management styles and their risk-taking propensity, but a strong
significant relationship was seen between the level of responsibility and a high risktaking propensity. Also, a significant relationship was found between risk-taking
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propensity and the means of total budget (r = .104, p = .05) and education (t = 1.78, p =
.005).
Risk-taking is a major factor in managerial leadership. Thus, it is important to
understand the risk-taking characteristics spurring leaders to deal with risk.
These differences are often described as differences in risk attitude. For example, Weber
and Milliman (1997) described two frameworks for decision-making and risk-taking
which include: (a) the expected utility presumed to underlie a person's choices, and (b)
the risk-return (also referred to as risk value). They also noted three characteristics that
might be related to risk-taking propensity including: (a) personal attributes, such as age
and education (b) financial attributes, such as wealth and income, and (c) professional
attributes, such as position and authority. Murray-Webster and Hillson (2008, 2016)
stated three major types of influence on the perception of risk. These include (a)
conscious factors which are the visible measurable characteristics, largely rational, and
ones we have control over (b) subconscious factors which are heuristics and other sources
of cognitive bias that are based on our previous experience and can be a significant
source of bias, and (c) affective factors which tend to rise up automatically in a situation
and influence how we react, including feelings and emotions. These major types of
influences on the perception of risk, known as the 'triple strand,' are each important in the
context of decision-making, as they influence an individual's perception in two important
ways. (1) They influence how individuals perceive a risky situation and how they deal
with it in the right way. (2) They also influence how individuals can better understand
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why they adopt different risk attitudes and improve their management of risky situations
(Hillson & Murray-Webster, 2012; Murray-Webster & Hillson, 2008, 2016).

Figure 3. Triple Strand of Influences on Perception and Risk Attitude by Hillson
Di Mauro and Musumeci (2011) examined that the link between risk preferences
and job insecurity to determine whether employees with fixed income jobs exhibited
higher risk aversion than employees with variable income jobs. This study tested 258
individuals interviewed in Italy, aged 25 and 40 using in person interviews. The results
indicated that individuals in temporary jobs are more risk averse than employees that are
permanently appointed, and employees in variable income jobs are more risk averse than
employees in fixed-wage jobs. In addition, their findings showed that women in
temporary jobs are more risk averse than women in permanent jobs. They stated that job
instability usually leads to insecurity for employees due to their fear of being fired.
Because risk-taking is a major factor in managerial leadership, it is important to
understand the risk-taking characteristics spurring individuals to become leaders. Risk-
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taking is a critical element of leadership and essential for a leader’s effectiveness.
Reviewing the literature on leadership reveals several styles, with one holding the best
success. That is the “charismatic leader.” These leaders tend to have risk, but their risktaking and teamwork are not necessarily mutually exclusive. However, most well-known
leaders at some point face a challenge and have opportunities to take risk. That will be
the measure of greatness (McGowan, 2007).
Studies based on RTP and literature reviews focused on MLS have assessed in a
more direct manner how the propensity of leaders towards risk-taking has influenced
performance. Scholars have studied the risk-taking propensity of leaders and top
managers’ teams through characteristics such as tenure, age, diversity, gender gap,
attitudes toward risk, and the ways in which risky decisions are made on behalf of a
group that, in turn, affect a firm’s performance. RTP is a key aspect of leadership
essential to meeting the challenges faced by organizations today as well as in responding
to new opportunities. The existing literature deals extensively with personality-related
subjects of a leader. However, the personal competences that are a distinct necessity in
leadership behaviors are only superficially covered.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study is to investigate the MLS in the NPOs by examining the
degree to which a nonprofit executive’s propensity for risk tasking is correlated with his
or her MLS (See Figure 4). Also, this study seeks to determine which style of leadership
leads to positive and significant impact in NPOs based on the number of individuals
served, number of staff members, and number of programs offered. Chapter 3 presents
information regarding the methods used in the study. First, a brief description is given of
the population and sample for conducting the research. Next, the chapter reviews the
research questions, research instruments, data collection procedures, and data analysis
process. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the appropriateness of the research
design for this study.
Population and Sample
The target population for the study will consist of one senior manager from
several NPOs in a small Midwestern community who holds the title of executive director,
CEO, manager, president, administrator, or other title representing the position of the
primary executive officer of the nonprofit organization. The senior managers selected for
the study will be drawn from a list of agencies that build relationships between and
among NPOs in the Midwestern community selected for the study. There are 75 NPOs
identified to be included in the sample framework. The questionnaires will be sent to all
of the senior managers on the list.

70

Research Questions
This research study seeks to determine the correlation between RTP and
leadership styles among NPOs located in a Midwestern community. An attempt will be
made to differentiate between the missions of the various NPOs to determine ways in
which the mangers' leadership styles vary. The focus of this study is to answer the
following research questions:
RQ 1: What is the most common leadership style(s) in the NPOs participating in this
study?
RQ 2: What are the most common risk domains that leaders of NPOs face?
RQ 3: Is there a relationship between a leader’s risk-taking propensity (RTP) and his or
her Managerial Leadership Styles (MLS)? If so, what is the nature of the relationship?
RQ 4: Does domains (ethical, financial, health and safety, recreational, and social) of
RTP have an impact on a leader’s MLS?
RQ 5: Does age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization have
an impact on a leader’s RTP?
RQ 6: Does age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and the size of organization have
an impact on a leader’s MLS?
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Figure 4. Research Map
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Research Instruments
The instruments utilized for data collection are validated measurement tools that
have been used to measure several the variables in this study. Two instruments will be
used. First, the researcher will employ an instrument developed by Bass and Avolio
(2004) called the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ Form 5X- Short) to
measure MLS. Second, a survey instrument developed by Blais and Weber (2006),
referred to as Domain Specific Risk-Taking Attitude (DOSPERT), will be used to
measure a non- profit executive’s RTP. The signed permission form to use (DOSPERT)
for this the study appears in Appendix A. Also, Mind Garden Inc. has granted permission
to use the (MLQ Form 5X- Short) for this the study and that consent form appears in
Appendix B.
The Short Form (MLQ Form 5X- Short)
The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Short Form (MLQ Form 5X- Short) is
the standard and most widely used instrument to measure transformational and
transitional leadership styles (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Bass & Avolio, 2000). The MLQ
Form 5X- Short is a self-rated instrument that classifies three leadership styles
(transformational, transactional, and laissez-fair). MLQ Form 5X- Short is usually
considered the best validated instrument to perceive transformational and transactional
leadership styles (Antonakis, Avolio, & Sivasubramaniam, 2003; Bass & Avolio, 2004;
Kirkbride, 2006). A license has been obtained to administer 100 online surveys from
Mind Garden, Inc. Also, it is expected that each participant will complete the MLQ Form
5X- Short assessment in about 15 minutes (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
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The MLQ Form 5X- Short consists of 45 items using a five-point Likert scale,
where 0 = not at all, 1 = once in a while, 2 = sometimes, 3 = fairly often, and 4=
frequently, if not always. Table 7 contains a sample question from the MLQ Form 5XShort. The MLQ Form 5X- Short questionnaire measures characteristics of three
leadership styles (transformational leadership, transactional leadership, and laissez-faire)
and nine different scales (see Table 8). Five scales are described as factors of
transformational leadership. Those include: (a) idealized influence (IA) (b) idealized
behavior (IB) (c) inspirational motivation (IM) (d) intellectual stimulation (IS), and (e)
individual consideration (IC). Three scales are identified as factors of transactional
leadership style. Those include: (a) contingent reward (CR) (b) management by
exception: active (MBEA) and (c) management by exception: passive (MBEP). One scale
is recognized as laissez-faire (LF) or non-leadership.
MLQ Form 5X- Short scale is a self-rated instrument that asks 36 items related to
nine scales and 'comprises 4 items each for scales' and nine items related to extra effort
with 3 items, effectiveness with 4 items, and satisfactions with 2 items (Avolio & Bass,
2004). MLQ Form 5X- Short scale scores will be calculated by averaging scores for each
participants' scales (Avolio & Bass, 2004). Table 7 highlights the sample questions from
the MLQ 5X.
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Table 7
Sample Questions from the MLQ 5X
Likert-type scale items with possible responses ranging from 1 (not at all) to 4
(frequently, if not always)
I provide others with assistance in exchange for their efforts.
I re-examine critical assumptions to question whether they are appropriate.
I fail to interfere until problems become serious.
Note. The license allows the researcher to present up to three questions as examples of
MLQ Form 5X in a dissertation (Avolio & Bass, 2004).

MLQ Form 5X Validity and Reliability
Based on the literature review, several scholars examined the reliability and
validity of the MLQ Form 5X- Short. Their findings concluded that the MLQ Form 5XShort is utilized frequently and demonstrates the most effective validity and reliability
scores to assess transformational and transactional leadership (Avolio et al., 1995; Bass &
Avolio, 1997; DeGroot, Kiker, & Cross, 2000; Den Hartog, Van Muijen, & Koopman,
1997; Muenjohn & Armstrong, 2008; Salter, Harris, & McCormack, 2014). For example,
a study by Antonakis et al. (2003) confirmed the viability of the MLQ Form 5X- Short.
Antonakis et al. (2003) stated that “our results indicate that the current version of the
MLQ Form 5X- Short is a valid and reliable instrument that can adequately measure the
nine components comprising the full-range theory of leadership” (p. 286). Den Hartog et
al. (1997) noted the reliability of the instrument measuring transformational leadership
ranged from an alpha of 0.72 to 0.93. Transactional leadership measures ranged from an
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alpha of 0.58 to 0.78, and laissez-faire measures were a= (0.49). The study matched 1,200
employees from eight organizations. Lowe, Kroeck, and Sivasubramaniam (1996)
confirmed that the MLQ Form 5X- Short scales were reliable in the study of the impact
of transformational and transactional leadership styles on an organization.
More recently a study by Salter et al. (2014) emphasized, "The reliability ratings
of all items on the scale ranged from r = .74 to r = .94, while the validity ratings for these
items ranged from r = .79 for transformational leadership styles, r = .56 for transactional
leadership styles, and r = .91 to r = .84 for passive leadership style" (p. 8). In earlier
research, Muenjohn and Armstrong (2008) confirmed that the MLQ Form 5X-Short is the
most appropriate and adequate measure to assess transformational leadership theory.
DeGroot et al. (2000) stated, "The transformational leadership scales of MLQ Form 5XShort were reliable and predicted work unit effectiveness" (p. 365).
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Table 8
MLQ Form 5X Characteristics and Scale Abbreviations
Characteristic

Scale Name

Scale Abbreviation

Transformational

Idealized Attributes or
Idealized Influence (Attributes)

IA or II(A)

Transformational

Idealized Attributes or
Idealized Influence (Attributes)

IB or II(B)

Transformational

Inspirational Motivation

IM

Transformational

Intellectual Stimulation

IS

Transformational

Individual Consideration

IC

Transactional

Contingent Reward

CR

Transactional

Management by Exception (Active)

MBEA

Passive Avoidant

Management by (Passive)

MBEP

Passive Avoidant

Laissez-Faire

LF

Outcomes
of Leadership*

Extra Effort

EE

Outcomes
of Leadership*

Effectiveness

EFF

Outcomes
of Leadership*

Satisfaction

SAT

*Outcomes of Leadership are not leadership styles but rather are the outcomes or results
of leadership behavior (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
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The Domain-Specific Risk-Taking (DOSPERT) Scale
This study also will use the Domain-Specific Risk-Taking (DOSPERT) scale
developed by Weber, Blais, and Betz (2002) and modified by Blais and Weber (2006).
The DOSPERT allows for an assessment of the relative contributions of individuals’ RTP
and their attitude to perceived risk (Markiewicz & Weber, 2013). In other words,
DOSPERT asks about one’s likelihood to pursue risky activities in different domains,
such as (a) ethical (b) financial (c) health and safety (d) recreational, and (e) social
domains. The DOSPERT Scale (Blais & Weber, 2006) consists of 30 items that will be
answered by leaders using a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 = “extremely unlikely“, 2 =
“moderately unlikely“, 3 = “somewhat unlikely“, 4 = “not sure“, 5 = “somewhat likely“,
6 = “moderately likely“, and 7 = “extremely likely“. Also, the DOSPERT comprises six
items each for ethical, financial, health and safety recreational, and social. The
DOSPERT assessment may be completed in approximately 10 minutes (Blais & Weber,
2006). The DOSPERT scores will be calculated by averaging all the responses for a
given dimension. A subject with higher scores on the scale indicates higher chances of
engaging in risk-taking, and a subject with higher values on the risk perception scale
represents higher perceived risk related to the given activities. The dimensions and items
are listed as:


Ethical (E) items: 6, 9, 10, 16, 29, 30,



Financial (F) items: 4, 3, 8, 12, 14, 18,



Health & Safety (H/S): items 5, 15, 17, 20, 23, 26,



Recreational (R) items: 2, 11, 13, 19, 24, 25, and
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Social (S) items: 1, 7, 21, 22, 27, 28.

The DOSPERT Validity and Reliability
The DOSPERT scale is the most widely used instrument to assess risk-taking
propensity and is generally considered one of best-validated measures of RTP.
Blais and Weber (2006) confirmed that DOSPERT has been used and validated in a wide
range of settings and populations. They showed that the alpha level was set at p < .0067
and significance level set at p < .05 (two-tailed). Also, they noted that “risk-taking scores
ranged from .71 to .86, and those associated with the risk perception scores, from .74 to
.83” (p. 38). A study by Johnson et al. (2004) confirmed the viability of DOSPERT scale.
They noted that DOSPERT may be considered a useful tool, based on evidence of
reliability, convergent validity, and test-retest reliability (p. 160-161). Several scholars
have confirmed that the DOSPERT scale has high reliability and validity (Hanoch,
Johnson, & Wilke, 2006; Zimerman, Shalvi, & Bereby-Meyer, 2014). For example, a
study by Harrison, Young, Butow, Salkeld, and Solomon (2005) confirmed that the
DOSPERT scale is a valid instrument. The DOSPERT scale appears to be a relevant tool
to measure risk propensity, risk perception, and perceived risk attitude. The DOSPERT
allows measurement of multiple domains with high reliability (Harrison et al., 2005).
These researchers have stated that “the coefficient alpha across all items is reported as α
= 0.88 for the Risk Behavior Scale and α=0.89 for the Risk Perception Scale. Perceived
risk attitudes can be determined by regressing risk behavior scores on perceived risks and
benefits” (p.1390). A recent study by Enström and Schmaltz (2017) emphasized the
DOSPERT scale has been a validated and widely used tool to measure risk-taking
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propensity. Enström and Schmaltz (2017) noted that "the analysis resulted in five
canonical functions with squared canonical correlations of 0.822, 0.074, 0.014, 0.004,
and 0.000, respectively" (p. 8). Tyagi, Hanoch, Hall, Runco, and Denham (2017) noted
strong evidence of correlations with the likelihood of risk-taking in all the domains
(ethical likelihood = 0.37, financial likelihood = 0.35, health & safety likelihood = 0.42,
recreational likelihood = 0.54, and social likelihood = 0.22).
Data Collection
This study seeks to determine the relationship between the independent variable
RTP and the dependent variables MLS within the study population. The data collection
procedures will involve obtaining data from subjects in 82 NPOs who hold the title of
executive director, CEO, manager, president, administrator, or other titles representing
the position of the primary executive officer within their respective organization. In
addition, the survey along with the consent form will be administered via a web-based
survey to measure subjects' leadership styles and risk-taking propensity (Bass & Avolio,
1995; Blais & Weber, 2006). The survey development will focus on gaining insight about
risk-taking propensity based on the perspectives of nonprofit executives.
Process for Data Collection
 Participants will be contacted by letter, phone, and email for their approval to
conduct research at their organizations.
 Participants will be informed by letter of the study's purpose and the need for their
agreement to maintain confidentiality.

80
 Participants will be asked to complete two questionnaires: the MLQ Form 5XShort and the DOSPERT.
Research Design
This study will apply quantitative methods using correlation analysis to determine
the relationship between the RTP of executives and their MLS. As noted, the MLQ Form
5X- Short and the DOSPERT scale were selected based on a careful examination of the
literature on managerial leadership style and risk-taking propensity. These instruments
will provide a numeric description of the trends of the independent and dependent
variables in this study. The researcher will examine the data in order to understand if a
correlative relationship exists between independent variable 'Risk-Taking Propensity' and
dependent variable 'Managerial Leadership Style.
This study attempts to establish a link between RTP and MLS, therefore, a
quantitative study approach to be used is rigorous and scientific. A qualitative research
design is not appropriate to address the main research problem because the question and
the hypotheses are specific, narrow, and measurable. The study is an attempt to measure
the correlation between a leader’s RTP and his or her MLS by calculating Pearson's
correlation (r) and Spearman's (rank) correlation(s). Kalla (2011) stated that “a
correlational study determines whether or not two variables are correlated. This means to
study whether an increase or decrease in one variable corresponds to an increase or
decrease in the other variable” (p. 1).
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Data Analysis Process
This study will use data collected from two survey instruments that measure the
variables of the study. The first set of data is from the MLQ Form 5X- Short response
that will identify three MLS (transformational, transactional, and laissez-fair). The
second set of data is from the DOSPERT response that will identify one’s RTP (Bass &
Avolio, 1997; Blais & Weber, 2006). Further, the study will employ a statistical program
known as Statistical Processing for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to analyze the data.
Regression analysis will examine each relationship to determine the strength of the
connection and statistical significance at the .05 level of significance using the regression
module of SPSS version 24 (Ho, 2014, 2013). Also, this study will utilize Qualtrics
Software to automate the scores. The study will attempt to demonstrate a statistical
association between two correlational variables, risk-taking propensity and managerial
leadership styles measured by very specific indicators such as the alpha reliability
coefficient, a t-test and a one-way ANOVA. For example, a Person r test will be used to
discover if there is a correlational comparison between the MLQ Form 5X- Short’s Data
and DOSPERT’s data. Furthermore, the statistical analysis of the MLQ Form 5X- Short
and the DOSPERT survey responses in support of the research questions will include
descriptive analysis, descriptive statistics correlation, and a linear regression comparative
analysis (Bass & Avolio, 1997; Blais & Weber, 2006). A descriptive statistical analysis
of results from the MLQ Form 5X- Short and the DOSPERT survey includes the
measurement of central tendencies (e.g., mean, median, and mode) and spread (e.g.,
range, variance, and standard deviation).
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Sill further, this study will collect and analyze the demographic variables. The
demographic variables will include the size of organization, number of staff members,
level of education, age, and gender.
Conclusion
Chapter 3 reviewed the methods to be employed in this study. In addition, a
description of the study instruments and their reliability and validity scores have been
presented. These include the MLQ Form 5X- Short and DOSPERT Scales. The
population and sampling procedures have also been presented. Chapter 3 also reviewed in
detailed the research design, how the data will be collected, and how the analysis will be
processed.
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CHAPTER IV
DATA ANALYSIS
The primary purpose of this quantitative study was to identify if a statistically
significant relationship exists between a leader’s Risk-Taking Propensity (RTP) and his
or her Managerial Leadership Style (MLS) of a nonprofit organizations (NPOs) in a small
Midwestern community. The five domains of RTP include: (1) the ethical domain; (2) the
financial domain; (3) the health and safety domain; (4) the recreational domain, and (5)
the social domain. There were used as the independent variables which, as measured by
the DOSPERT (Blais & Weber, 2006). The dependent variables in this correlational
study included: (1) the transformational leadership style; (2) the transactional leadership
style, and (3) the laissez-fair leadership style, as measured by the MLQ Form 5X- Short
(Avolio & Bass, 2004). Furthermore, the study attempted to determine which style of
leadership is related to NPOs leaders based on age (generational membership), gender,
ethnicity, level of educational and size of NPOs.
Chapter 4 presents the findings of the study that reveal the relation between
leaders’ RTP and his or her MLS within NPOs included in the study. The chapter is
organized into five major sections. The first section offers a re-statement of the purpose
of study, research questions and hypotheses, a summary of the methodology, and date
collection procedures. The second session provides information regarding the
composition of the sample population. The third section focuses on descriptive statistical
analysis.
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The fourth section provides findings related to each of the research questions and the
results of null hypothesis. The fifth and final section provides a summary of the findings.
Research Questions
This correlational study consisted of six research questions and four hypotheses
that investigated the degree of relationship between a nonprofit leader’s risk-taking
propensity and her or her managerial leadership style. The six research questions and
related hypotheses that guided this correlational study are:
RQ 1: What is the most common leadership style(s) in the NPOs participating in this
study?
RQ 2: What are the most common risk domains that leaders of NPOs face?
RQ 3: Is there a relationship between a leader’s risk-taking propensity (RTP) and his or
her Managerial Leadership Styles (MLS)? If so, what is the nature of the relationship?
RQ 4: Do domains (ethical, financial, health and safety, recreational, and social) of RTP
have an impact on a leader’s MLS?
RQ 5: Does age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization have
an impact on a leader’s RTP?
RQ 6: Does age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and the size of organization have
an impact on a leader’s MLS?
Hypotheses
H1: There will be a statistically significant relationship between a leader’s RTP and his or
her MLS.
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H2: There will be a statistically significant difference between leader’s RTP and his or
her MLS.
H3: There will be a statistically significant difference between a leader’s RTP when
analyzing by age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization.
H4: There will be a statistically significant difference between one’s MLS when
analyzing by age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization.
Data Collection Procedures
The data collection began in late April and ended in Mid-August of 2018. The
study utilized an overall quantitative, correlational research design. This was appropriate,
as the purpose of this study was to measure the correlation between two variables. The
data collection instruments consisted of a modified version of the Domain of Specific
Risk-Taking (DOSPERT) which measures a leader’s risk-taking propensity (Blais &
Weber, 2006) and the Multi-factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) Form 5X which
measures a leader’s managerial leadership style (Avolio & Bass, 2004). The Center for
the Decision Sciences at Columbia Business School provided permission to use the
modified version of DOSPERT Survey that is found in Appendix A. Mind Garden
provided permission to use the MLQ Form 5X instrument, which appears in Appendix B.
Additionally, the demographic questionnaire designed for nonprofit leaders by the
investigator is in Appendix C.
The DOSPERT, MLQ instruments and demographic questionnaire were
administered electronically utilizing Qualtrics. Qualtrics provided access to the survey
instruments to potential participants once he/she electronically acknowledged consent on
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the form provided. Surveys were collected over a 15 weeks period. Statistical analyses
were calculated using the Statistical Processing for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and
Microsoft Excel. The raw data from the Qualtrics were converted and entered into SPSS
and Microsoft Excel for analysis. Descriptive statistics, a one-way ANOVA, a person r
test, Homogeneous test, and a linear regression comparative analysis were conducted to
analyze and interpret the data.
Following IRB approval, an initial e-mail of invitation to potential participants for
the study was sent to eighty-two NPOs in a small Midwestern community. Each e-mail
functioned as an invitation letter addressed to the nonprofit leader describing the purpose
of the study and asking for their participation. This invitation letter appears in Appendix
D. Pre-notification emails and follow-up reminders were sent in order to help maximize
the response rate (see Appendix E). An informed consent form appears in Appendix F.
Potential participants in this study were asked to comment on 80 questions. The MLQ
Form 5X is 45 questions, The DOSPERT is comprised of 30 questions, and the
demographic questionnaire includes 5 questions (Q77, Q78, Q79, Q80, and Q81) regard
to age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization. Completion of
the instruments took participants between 10 to 25 minutes to complete these
questionnaires. Table 9 lists each dimension with its corresponding question.
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Table 9
Listed Each Dimension and Corresponding Instruments Questions of This Study
Dimension and Instruments

Questions Number(s)

RTP as Measured by DOSPERT

From Q1 to Q45

MLS as Measured by The MLQ Form 5X

From Q46 to Q75

Demographic Questionnaire

From Q76 to Q80

Independent Variable
The independent variable in this study consisted of five domains of RTP: (1)
ethical; (2) financial; (3) health and safety; (4) recreational; and (5) social domains, as
measured by the DOSPERT. As indicated, the DOSPERT was developed by Weber et al.
(2002) and modified by Blais and Weber (2006). The DOSPERT is a 30 question selfassessment designed to assess the risk associated with an action. The nonprofit leaders
were asked to rate how likely they were willing to engage in the given activity on a
seven-point Likert scale, where 1 = “extremely unlikely”, 2 = “moderately unlikely”, 3 =
“somewhat unlikely”, 4 = “not sure” =, 5 = “somewhat likely”, 6 = “moderately likely”,
and 7 = “extremely likely”. A high score on the risk-taking scale shows their willingness
to engage in risky activities. The full set of the DOSPERT can be found in Appendix G.
Table 10 lists each dimension with its corresponding question.
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Table 10
Risk-Taking Propensity Domains and Instruments Questions
Risk-Taking Propensity Domains

Questions Number(s)

Ethical Domain

Q51, Q54, Q55, Q61, Q74, Q75

Financial Domain

Q48, Q49, Q53, Q57, Q59, Q63

Health & Safety Domain

Q50, Q60, Q62, Q65, Q68, Q71

Recreational Domain

Q47, Q56, Q58, Q64, Q69, Q70

Social Domain

Q46, Q52, Q66, Q67, Q72, Q73

Dependent Variable
The dependent variable for this study consisted of the transformational,
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles, as measured by the Full-range
Leadership Theory (FELT). The FELT is a fundamental theory of transformational,
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership (Avolio & Bass, 2004). The MLQ Form 5X
instrument developed by Avolio and Bass (2004) is a 45- question self-assessment
designed to assess three styles of leadership; (1) transformational; (2) transactional; and
(3) laissez-faire leadership. Responses were measured on a five-point Likert-type scale,
where 0 = “not at all”, 1 = “once in a while”, 2 = “sometimes”, 3 = “fairly often”, and 4 =
“frequently, if not always”. In aggregate, their transformational leadership behaviors
quantified by 20 questions specifically related to the five MLQ factors (Idealized
Attributes, Idealized Behaviors, Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, and
Individual Consideration) that are described in Table 11.
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Each of the five factors had four questions on the MLQ survey instrument. The
mean scores for these five factors comprised a leader’s score in the transformation
leadership style (see Table 11).
Table 11
The MLQ Form 5X- Five Factors of Transformational Leadership Behaviors
Leadership Style

Leadership Scale Factor

Questions Number(s)

Transformational Leadership

Idealized Attributes

Q10, Q18, Q21, Q25

Idealized Behaviors

Q6, Q14, Q23, Q34

Inspirational Motivation

Q9, Q13, Q26, Q36

Intellectual Stimulation

Q2, Q8 ,Q30, Q32

Individual Consideration

Q15, Q19, Q29, Q31

The MLQ also included eight questions specifically related to two factors
(Contingent Reward and Management by Exception Active) that were associated with
transactional leadership style and described in Table 12. The two factors had four
questions on the MLQ survey instrument. The mean score for these two factors
comprised a nonprofit leader’s score in the transactional leadership style area.
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Table 12
The MLQ Form 5X- Five Factors of Transactional Leadership Behaviors
Leadership Style

Leadership Scale Factor

Questions Number(s)

Transactional Leadership

Contingent Reward

Q1, Q11, Q16, Q35

Management by Exception

Q4, Q22, Q24, Q27

Active

The eight additional questions were associated with laissez-faire leadership two
factors (management by exception passive and laissez-faire) that identified in Table 13.
Each of these factors had four questions included in the MLQ survey instrument.
Table 13
The MLQ Form 5X- Five Factors of Laissez-Faire Leadership Behaviors
Leadership Style

Leadership Scale Factor

Questions Number(s)

Laissez-faire Leadership

Management by Passive

Q3, Q12, Q17, Q20

Laissez-faire

Q5, Q7, Q28, Q33

Population
The geographic location selected for this correlational study was confined to a
small Midwestern community in the state of Iowa. The target population were leaders of
82 NPOs holding the Internal Revenue Code Section 501(c)(3) tax-exempt status that set
the population apart from others who work or volunteer in different types of NPOs.
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Sample Characteristics
Data was collected from a convenience sample (Etikan, Musa, & Alkassim,
2016). The sample frame comprised of all CEOs presidents, executive directors,
directors’ managers of services, and other title representing the position of the primary
executive officer of the nonprofit organization. Given that the participants’ organizational
affiliation was kept anonymous in this study, it is not the focus of this study to pinpoint
which nonprofit organizations completed the survey. The study assumed that each of
NPOs had a least one leader who participated in this study. Of the (n = 82) NPOs invited
to participate (n = 125) leaders responded positively to the request. The (n = 73) valid
survey responses received were complete. This represents a 58.4% valid response rate for
this study. There were 52 surveys eliminated due to being incomplete. Participation in the
study was completely voluntary.
Descriptive Statistics for Demographic Data
The primary purpose in collecting data for demographic variables was to conduct
a descriptive analysis of the sample and to examine the relationship between the study’s
variables of a leader is RPT and his or her MLS and their demographic variables. A total
of 73 nonprofit leaders participated in this study. The data presented only leaders who
completed all questionnaires (n = 73). As noted, nonprofit leaders were asked to complete
a demographic questionnaire in addition to The DOSPERT and MLQ instruments. The
demographic characteristics included age, gender, ethnic, education, and the size of the
organization.
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Generation of Leader
All (n = 73) of the nonprofit leaders responded to the age question. The age
variable was converted into a generation variable that included Millennial Generation
(ages 22 to 37 years old), Generation X (ages from 38 to 53 years old), and Baby
Boomers Generation (ages from 54 to 72 years old). Relative to generations, 62.4 % (n =
33) of nonprofit leaders were a Generation X, 16.8 % (n =21) were Baby Boomers
Generation, and 15.2% (n = 19) were a Millennial Generation. Most participants in the
sample were from Generation X (62.4 %; n = 33). Table 14 demonstrates the
demographic characteristics of generations of this study.
Table 14
Generation Demographic of Sample
Generation

Frequency

Valid Percentage

Millennial Generation (22 to 37 years old

19

26%

Generation X age group (38 to 53 years old)

33

45.2%

Baby Boomers Generation (54 to 72 years old)

21

28.8%

Total

72

100%

Gender of Leader
Relative to gender, 46 of participants were female representing 63% of the study
sample while 27 were male, comprising 37 % of the study sample. Table 15 presents the
demographic characteristics of gender of nonprofit leaders in this study.
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Table 15
Gender of Leader
Gender

Frequency

Valid Percentage

Male

27

37%

Female

46

63%

Total

73

100%

Race of Leader
The nonprofit leaders were asked to identify their racial group as part of the
demographic questionnaire. Sixty-three (63) nonprofit leaders’ responding to the survey
instrument were identified as Caucasian/White, comprising 86.3% of the study sample.
Eight African Americans, or 11% (n = 8), identified themselves with this grouping. The
least represented racial-grouping was Hispanic (n = 2) representing 2.7% of the study
sample. Table 16 reflects the demographic characteristics of race of this study.
Table 16
Ethnic Group Demographic of Sample
Ethnicity

Frequency

Valid Percentage

Caucasian

63

86.3%

African American

8

11%

Hispanic

2

2.7%

Total

73

100%

94

Level of Education
Regarding the level of education for nonprofit leaders, respondents had various
educational backgrounds. Most of the nonprofit leaders 61.6% (n = 45) had earned a
bachelor’s degree and 16.4 % (n = 12) reported holding a master’s degree.
A smaller number in the study, 12.3% (n = 9) reported having some college
education; 6% (n =5) having earned their associate degree; 1% (n =1) a high school
diploma, and 1% (n =1) had completed their doctorates. The study showed that a large
majority of nonprofit leaders (61.6; n = 45) had earned a bachelor’s degree. Table 17
shows the educational levels of the participants in this study.
Table 17
Highest-Level of Education Demographic of Sample
Education Level

Frequency

Percentage

High School

1

1.4%

Some College

9

12.3%

Associate

5

6.8%

Bachelor

45

61.6%

Master

12

16.4%

Doctorate

1

1.4%

Total

73

100%
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Size of Nonprofit Organizations
As shown in Table 18 the last demographic set focused on the size of
organizations included in the study as determined by the number of its employees. The
largest group of nonprofit leaders came from nonprofit organizations that were smaller
than 10 employees (n = 37), and this group represented 50.7% of the study sample.
The second largest group came from nonprofit organizations that were larger than 24
employees and included 32.9 % of the study sample. The last group came from mid-sized
(11-20 employees) nonprofit organizations (n =12), which included 16.4% of the study
sample. This study showed that nonprofit leaders who worked in small NPOs were over
represented when compared to the general population.
Table 18
Size of the Organization
Size

Frequency

Percentage

Small (0 – 10 employees)

37

50.7%

Mid-Sized (11 – 20 employees)

12

16.4%

Large (21 & above)

24

32.9%

Total

73

100%
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Research Questions
The following section reports the findings for each research question and
hypothesis statements:
Research Question 1
What is most common managerial leadership style(s) in the NPOs participating in
this study?
The research question one was addressed using data collected from The MLQ
Form 5X. As noted, the MLQ Form 5X was utilized to determine one’s leadership style
transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles. In addition, to answer
the RQ 1, the descriptive statistics of mean and standard deviation were calculated for
each of the dependent variables, and sorted by the highest mean of (transformational,
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles). Descriptive statistics, tables, and
histograms were created using SPSS to represent the frequency of the mean scores
occurring for the nine factors of transformation, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership
styles, as perceived by the respondents of the study. Nonprofit leaders assessed their own
leadership styles by completing The MLQ Form 5X surveys. The MLQ Form 5X
leadership ratings were sorted by the highest mean score according to the diagnostic
manual (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
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Transformation leadership factors. The descriptive statistics in Table 19 shows the
mean scores for each of the following transformational leadership style factors: (1)
Idealized Attributes (M = 4.01 and SD = .634); (2) Idealized Behaviors (M = 4.10 and
SD = .710); (3) Inspirational Motivation (M = 4.33 and SD = .602); (4) Intellectual
Stimulation (M = 4.07 and SD = .0561) and (5) Individual Consideration (M = 4.32 and
SD = .524). The histogram found in Figure 5 displays the mean score and a standard
deviation for the transformational leadership style. The mean score and standard
deviation for the transformational leadership factors were (M = 3.99 and SD = .514).

Figure 5. The histogram of five transformational leadership style factors.

98

Transactional leadership factors. The descriptive statistics in Table 19 reflects the
mean scores for each of the following transactional style factors: (1) Contingent Reward
(M = 3.99 and SD = .589) and (2) Management by Exception Active (M = 2.77 and SD =
.755). The histogram presents the mean score and standard deviation for the transactional
l leadership style (Figure 6). The mean scores for the transactional leadership style were
M = 3.99 and SD = .514.

Figure 6. The histogram of the scores for transactional style factors (M = 3.99 & SD =
.514).
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Laissez-Faire leadership factors. Table 19 reports the mean score and standard
deviation for each of the following laissez-faire leadership factors: (1) Management by
Exception Passive M = 2.10 and SD = .819 and (2) laissez-faire M = 1.96 and SD = .789.
The histogram shows the mean score and a standard deviation for laissez-faire Leadership
Factors (Figure 7). The mean and standard deviations for the laissez-faire leadership style
were M = 1.97 and SD = .799.

Figure 7. The histogram of the scores for the laissez-faire style (M = 1.97 & SD = .799).
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Table 19
Descriptive Statistics of the MLQ Form 5X Nine Factors
Dependent Variable

Mean

Std. Deviation

Idealized Attributes

4.01

.634

Idealized Behaviors

4.10

.710

Inspirational Motivation

4.33

.602

Intellectual Stimulation

4.07

.561

Individual Consideration

4.32

.524

Contingent Reward

3.99

.589

Management by Exception Active

2.77

.755

Management by Exception Passive

2.10

.819

Laissez-Faire

1.96

.789

Transformational Leadership Factors

Transactional Leadership Factors

Laissez-Faire Leadership Factors

Based on the findings from Tables 18 and 19 show that the nonprofit leaders in
the sample had the highest transformation leadership style mean score where (M = 3.99
and SD = .514). Transactional leadership style was next with a mean score of M = 3.38
and the standard deviation was SD = 453. The laissez-faire leadership style had the
lowest mean score where (M = 1.97, SD = 1.17). The data shows that nonprofit leaders in
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this study considered themselves to be transformation leaders where (M = 3.99 and SD =
.514). Also see Table 20.
Table 20
Descriptive Statistics of Leadership Styles
Leadership Style

Accumulated Mean Score

Accumulated SD Score

Transformational

3.99

.514

Transactional

3.38

.543

Laissez-Faire

1.97

.799

Research Question 2
What are the most common risk domains that leaders of NPOs face? To identify
the most common risk domain that faces nonprofit leaders, the DOSPERT was utilized to
investigate this research question. More specifically, the DOSPERT was used to
determine ethical, financial, health and safety, recreational and social risk domains. The
nonprofit leaders were asked to rate themselves on a seven-point Likert scale how likely
they were willing to engage in risky activity, where 1 indicates (very unlikely) and 7
indicates (very likely).
The high mean score on the DOSPERT survey showed that the nonprofit leaders
have high willingness to engage in risky activities according to the DOSPERT scales
instruction (Blais & Weber, 2006). The descriptive statistics were utilized to compute the
mean scores and standard deviations for each of the risk domains.
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Ethical risk domain. As shown in the histogram located in Figure 8 and Table 21,
the mean scores for the ethical domain was M = 1.99 with a standard deviation of SD =
1.219. Scores for the ethical domain tended to fall in the “extremely unlikely” rating on
the Likert scale. Descriptive statistics results indicate that the nonprofit leaders tend to
have a lower likelihood of engaging in risk related to the ethical domain when compared
to the other domains.

Figure 8. The histogram of the scores for the ethical domain (M = 1.99 & SD =1.219).
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Financial risk domain. Table 21 provides detailed information related to the
financial domain. The mean scores for financial domain were M = 2.70 where a standard
deviations SD = .861. Scores for the financial domain tended to fall in the “somewhat
unlikely” rating on the Likert scale. The finding indicates that the nonprofit leaders have
shown different degrees between low and moderate degrees of willingness to take risks
along the financial domain compared to the other domains.

Figure 9. The histogram of the score for the financial domain (M = 2.7 & SD = .861).
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Health & safety risk domain. Table 21 provides detailed information regarding the
descriptive statistics results of health and safety domain. The mean scores for the health
and safety domain was M = 2.64 where a standard deviations score SD = 1.171, which
tended to fall in the “somewhat” category on seven-point Likert scale. The findings show
that nonprofit leaders demonstrate different degrees between low to mid-range of
willingness to take risks in health and safety domain as well as the financial domain.

Figure 10. The histogram displays the frequency of the mean score occurred for health
and safety domain (M = 2.64; SD = 1.171).
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Recreation risk domain. As shown in Histogram 11 and Table 21, the nonprofit
leaders reported a high likelihood of engaging in risk activities in the recreation domain
where M = 3.01 and SD = 1.419, which tended to fall in the “moderately unlikely” rating
on the seven-point Likert scale. Nonprofit leaders expressed a high willingness to take
risks in the recreation domain compared to the other domains.

Figure 11. The histogram of the scores for the recreational domain (M = 3.01 & SD
= 1.419).
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Social risk domain. As shown in the histogram found in Figure 12 and Table 21, the
mean score for social risk domain was 5.04 with a standard deviation of 1.11, which
tended to fall in the “somewhat likely” range of the seven-point Likert scale. Nonprofit
leaders reported a greater overall likelihood of engaging in risk activities in the social
domain compared to the other domains.

Figure 12. The histogram of the scores for the social domain (M = 5.04 & SD = 1.111).

The results offered in Table 21 show that the nonprofit leaders differ significantly
in their willingness of take risks in all five domains. The nonprofit leaders have the
highest mean score in the social domain were M = 5.04 and SD = 1.11, and the lowest
mean scores were found in the ethical domain where M = 1.99 and SD = 1.219. The
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mean and standard scores for the nonprofit leaders took place along the low to mid-range
on the various domains of risk-taking propensity except in the social risk domain. This
indicates that most the nonprofit leaders did not rate themselves as high risk takers. In the
financial, health and safety, and recreational domains, the nonprofit leaders reported
mean scores and standard deviation in the low to high-range of engaging in risky
behaviors, while they reported a lower likelihood of engaging in risk related to the ethical
domain.
This current study indicates that the nonprofit leaders considered the ethical
domain as the most common risk they face in the small Midwestern community within
which they work and live.
Table 21
Risk-Taking Propensity Domains and the Sample Means and Standard Deviations of the
DOSPERT scales
Risk-Taking Propensity Domain

Mean

Std. Deviation

Ethical

1.99

1.219

Financial

2.70

.861

Health & Safety

2.64

1.171

Recreational

3.01

1.419

Social

5.04

1.111
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Research Question 3
Is there a relationship between a leader’s risk-taking propensity (RTP) and his or
her MLS? If, what is the nature of the relationship?
To reiterate, the primary objective of this study was to determine if there was a
correlation between nonprofit leader’s risk-taking propensity and his or her managerial
leadership style within NOPs in a small Midwestern community. Pearson’s r correlation
was computed to determine the relationship between leader’ RTP as the independent
variable and her or her MLS as the dependent variable.
A Pearson’s r correlation was utilized to measure the strength of a relationship
between a leader’s RTP and his or her MLS. As noted above, the five independent
variables measured by the DOSPERT instrument are the ethical domain, the financial
domain, the health and safety domain, the recreational domain and the social risk domain.
Further, as previously indicated, the three independent variables measured by the MLQ
Form 5X include: the transformational leadership style, transactional leadership style, and
laissez-faire leadership style. The results for the relationship between a leader’s RTP and
his or her MLS are presented in the following section.
Ethical domain. Pearson’s r correlation was computed to determine the relationship
between a leader’s RTP in ethical domain and his or her transformational, transactional,
and laissez-faire leadership style. As shown in Table 22, the results show a negative
correlation value where r = -.264, p-value = .023, indicating a significant negative
correlation between the leader’s RTP in the ethical domain and his or her transformation
leadership style. The following results from Pearson’s r correlation show a positive
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correlation where r = .485, p < .001 between a leader’s RTP in the ethical domain and his
or her laissez-faire leadership style. Lastly, the results show a weak correlation between a
leader’s RTP in the ethical domain and her or her transactional leadership style,
indicating non- significant correlation between those two variables where (r = .050, p =
.675). The results indicated that a leader’s RTP in ethical domain showed no relationship
with his or her transactional leadership style.
Relative to the ethical domain, the results for the relationship between a leader’s RTP
in the ethical domain and his or her transformational leadership style shows a negative
correlation suggesting that when a leader’s RTP relate to the ethical scores increased, his
or her transformational leadership style scores tended to decrease where (r = -.264, p =
.023). Conversely, this finding indicates a strong positive significant correlation exist
between a leader’s RTP relate to the ethical domain and his or her laissez-faire leadership
where r = .485, p = .000 style. The results of the correlation suggest that when a leader’s
RTP in the ethical domain scores increases, his or her laissez-faire leadership style also
tends to increase.
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Table 22
Correlation between a Leader’s RTP, Ethics, and Leadership Style
Transformational
Ethical
Domain

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

LaissezFaire

Transactional

-.267*

.485**

.050

.023

.000

.675

73

73

73

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Financial domain. Table 23 shows the Pearson’s r correlation between a leader’s
RTP in the financial domain and his or her transformational, transactional, and laissezfaire leadership style. The results indicated that there was a negative correlation value
where r = -.041, p = .731 between a leader’s RTP in the financial domain and his or her
transformational leadership style. The results show a positive correlation where r = .230,
p = .050 between a leader’s RTP in the financial domain and his or her laissez-faire
leadership style, which indicates a non-significant correlation between those two
variables.
The correlation between a leader’s RTP in the financial domain and his or her
transactional leadership style was examined, and the results also indicate no correlation
between these variables where r = .043, p = .720. Compared to the financial domain, no
correlations exist between a leader’s RTP related to the financial domain and his or her
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transformational leadership style where r = -.041, p = .731, transactional leadership style
where r = .043, p = .720, and his or her laissez-faire leadership style where r = .230, p =
.050. In summary, there was no relationship between a leader’s RTP in the financial
domain and his or her transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles.
Table 22
Pearson’s r for The Financial Domain and MLS
Transformational LaissezFaire
Financial
Risk

Pearson

Transactional

-.041

.230

.043

Sig. (2-tailed)

.731

.050

.720

N

73

73

73

Correlation

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Health and safety domain risk. Table 24 shows the p-value for the relationship
between a leader’s RTP in the health and safety domain and his or her transformational,
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles. The results show that a leader’s RTP
related to the health and safety domain and his or her transformational leadership style
show a negative correlation value where r = -.170, p = .151, suggesting there was a nonsignificant negative correlation between those two variables. The following results
showed a positive correlation where r = .375, p = .001 between a leader’s RTP related to
the health and safety and his or her laissez-faire leadership style, suggesting there was a
significant positive correlation between those two variables. The results also show a
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negative correlation where r = -.022, p = .851 between a leader’s RTP relate to the health
and safety domain and his or her transactional leadership style, indicating non- significant
negative correlation between those two variables where (r = -.264, p = .023).
Relative to the health and safety domain, this correlational study indicates a
positive correlation where r = .375, p = .001 between a leader’s RTP in the health and
safety and his or her laissez-faire leadership style. The result of the correlation suggests
that when a leader’s RTP associated with the health and safety domain scores increase,
his or her laissez-faire leadership style also tend to increase as well.
Table 24
Pearson’s r for the Health & Safety Risk and MLS
Transformational LaissezFaire
-.170

.375**

-.022

Sig. (2-tailed)

.151

.001

.851

N

73

73

73

Health

Pearson

Safety

Correlation

Risk

Transactional

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Recreation Risk. Table 25 shows the p-value for the relationship between a
leader’s RTP related to the recreation domain and his or her transformational,
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles. The results for the relationship between
a leader’s RTP relate to the recreation domain and his or her transformational leadership
style showed a negative correlation where r = -.133, p = .261, indicating non- significant
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negative correlation between those two variables. Further, the results showed a strong
positive correlation where r = .245, p = .036 between a leader’s RTP related to the
recreation risk and his or her laissez-faire leadership style, reflecting a significant positive
correlation between those two variables.
Also, the results demonstrated a positive correlation where (r = .101, p = .394),
between a leader’s RTP relate to the recreation domain and his or her transactional
leadership style, suggesting a non-significant positive correlation between those two
variables. Relative to the recreational domain, there was a positive correlation between a
leader’s RTP related to the recreational domain and his or her laissez-faire leadership
style where (r = .245, p = .036), suggesting that when a leader’s RTP related to the
recreational domain scores increase, his or her laissez-faire leadership style also tends to
increase.

Table 25
Pearson’s r for the Recreation Domain and MLS

Recreational
Risk

Transformational

LaissezFaire

Transactional

-.133

.245*

.101

Sig. (2-tailed)

.261

.036

.394

N

73

73

73

Pearson
Correlation

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Social domain. Table 26 shows that there is no significant correlation between a
leader’s RTP related to the social domain and his or her transformational leadership style
where (r = -.196, p = .097). The results also show that there was no significant
correlation value where r = -.108, p = .362 between a leader’s RTP related to the social
domain and his or her laissez-faire leadership style. The results for the relationship
between a leader’s RTP relate to the social domain and his or her transactional leadership
style show a positive correlation value where (r = .112, p = .347), however, this
relationship is not significant.
As far as the social domain is concerned, there was not a significant correlation
between a leader’s RTP related to the financial domain and his her transformational,
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles.
Table 26
Pearson’s r Testing for the Social Domain and MLS

Social
Risk

Transformational

LaissezFaire

Transactional

.196

-.108

.112

Sig. (2-tailed)

.097

.362

.347

N

73

73

73

Pearson
Correlation

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
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Hypothesis H1
There will be a statistically significant relationship between a leader’s RTP and
his or her MLS.
The hypothesis H1 was related to the Research Question No. 3 of study. The data
collected from each nonprofit leader were analyzed using Pearson’s correlation
coefficient. The Pearson’s r was appropriate tool for the data collected for this study,
which reflects the strength of positive or negative relationship between a leader’ RTP as
predictor and his or her MLS as criterion. The correlation coefficient can take on values
between +/- 0.05. The level of significance for this study was p < .05, which formed the
foundation for rejection or acceptance of the null hypothesis. The first research
hypothesis includes the following ancillary hypotheses:
Hypothesis H1A. There will be a statistically significant relationship between a
leader’s RTP in the ethical domain and his or her managerial leadership styles.
The research hypothesis H1Aa predicted that there would be a statistically
significant relationship between a leaders’ RTP in the ethical domain and his or her
transformational leadership style. Based on the results presented in Table 22, a negative
correlation where (r = -.264, p = .023), was found between a leader’s RTP in the ethical
domain and his or her transformational leadership style. This result implies that when a
leader’s RTP in the ethical domain scores increase, his or her the transformational
leadership style tends to decrease. Thus, the hypothesis was accepted. A statistically
significant correlation was found between a leader’s R TP in the ethical domain, as
measured by the DOSPERT, and the transformational leadership style as measured by
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The MLQ Form 5X. The correlation was a negative relationship, meaning that the high a
leader’s willingness to take risks in ethical domain was associated with lower he or she
tendency to be transformational leadership style.
The research hypothesis H1Ab predicted that there would be a statistically
significant relationship between a leaders’ RTP in the ethical domain and his or her
laissez-faire leadership styles. Table 22 shows a significant positive correlation where (r
= .485, p = .000), between a leader’s RTP related to the ethical domain and his or her
laissez-faire leadership. Thus, the hypothesis was accepted. A statistically significant
correlation was found between a leader’s RTP related to the ethical domain, as measured
by the by the DOSPERT, and the laissez-faire leadership style as measured by The MLQ
Form 5X. The correlation was a positive relationship, meaning that the high a leader’s
willingness to take risks in ethical domain was associated with higher his or her tendency
to have a laissez-faire leadership style.
The research hypothesis H1Ac predicted that there would be a statistically
significant relationship between a leader’s RTP related to the ethical domain and his or
her transactional leadership style. Based on the results presented in Table 22 shows no
significant correlation where (r = .050, p = .675) with a nonprofit leader’s ethical
domain, and the hypothesis was rejected. No statistically significant correlation was
found between a leader’s RTP related to the ethical domain, as measured by the by the
DOSPERT, and the transactional leadership style, as measured by The MLQ Form 5X.
There was no relationship between a leaders’ RTP in the ethical domain and his or her
transactional leadership style.
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Hypothesis H1B. There will be a statistically significant relationship between a
leader’s RTP in the financial and his or her managerial leadership styles.
The research hypothesis H1B predicted that there would be a statistically
significant relationship between a leader’s RTP in the financial domain and his or her
transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles. Based on the results
shown in Table 23, no statistically significant correlation was found between a leader’s
RTP in the financial domain, as measured by the by the DOSPERT, and his or her
transformational where (r = -.041, p = .731), laissez-faire where (r = .230, p = .050), and
transactional leadership styles where (r = .0430, p = .720), as measured by The MLQ
Form 5X. The hypothesis was rejected. In other words, a leader’s RTP in the financial
domain has no relationship with his or her transformational, transactional, and laissezfaire leadership styles.
Hypothesis 1C. There will be a statistically significant relationship between a
leader’s RTP in the health and safety domain/and his or her managerial leadership styles.
The research hypothesis H1Ca predicted that there would be a statistically
significant relationship between a leaders’ RTP in the health and safety domain and his or
her transformational style. As shown in Table 24, the correlation was not significant
where (r = -.170, p = .151), between a leader’s RTP related to the health and safety
domain and his or her transformational leadership style. No statistically significant
correlation was found between a leader’s RTP in the health and safety, as measured by
the by the DOSPERT, and the transformational leadership style, as measured by The
MLQ Form 5X. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected. The findings revealed that a leaders’

118

RTP in the health and safety domain did not have relationship with his or her
transformational style.
The research hypothesis H1Cb predicted that there would be a statistically
significant relationship between a leaders’ RTP in the health and safety domain and his or
her laissez-faire leadership style. Table 24 shows a positive correlation where (r = .375, p
= .001), between a leader’s RTP in the health and safety domain and his or her laissezfaire leadership style. The hypothesis was accepted. A statistically significant correlation
was found between a leader’s RTP in the health and safety domain, as measured by the
by the DOSPERT, and the laissez-faire leadership style as measured by The MLQ Form
5X. The correlation was a positive relationship, meaning that the high a leader’s
willingness to take risks in the health and safety domain was associated with higher he or
she to be practiced the laissez-faire leadership style.
The research hypothesis H1Cc predicted that there would be a statistically
significant relationship between a leaders’ RTP in the health and safety domain and his or
her transactional leadership style. As shown in Table 24, there was no significant
correlation where (r = -.022, p = .851), between a leader’s RTP in the health and safety.
The hypothesis was rejected. Simply put, there was no relationship between a leaders’
RTP in the health and safety domain and his or her transactional leadership style.
Hypothesis 1D. There will be a statistically significant relationship between a
leader’s RTP in the recreational and his or her managerial leadership styles.
The research hypothesis H1Da predicted that there would be a statistically
significant relationship between a leaders’ RTP in recreational domain and his or her
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transformational leadership style. As shown in Table 25, the correlation was not
significant where (r = -.133, p = .261). A statistically significant correlation was not
found between a leader’s RTP as measured by the by the DOSPERT, and the
transformational leadership style as measured by The MLQ Form 5X, so the hypothesis
was rejected. Thus, the relationship between a leaders’ RTP in the recreational domain
and his or her transformational leadership styles was no found.
The research hypothesis H1Db predicted that there would be a statistically
significant relationship between a leader’s RTP in the recreational domain and his or her
laissez-faire leadership styles. As shown in Table 25, the results show a positive
correlation where (r = .245, p = .036). A statistically significant correlation was found
between a leader’s RTP as measured by the by the DOSPERT, and the laissez-faire
leadership style as measured by The MLQ Form 5X. Thus, the hypothesis was accepted.
The correlation was a positive relationship, meaning that the high a leader’s willingness
to take risks in the recreational domain was associated with higher he or she to be
practiced the laissez-faire leadership style.
It was hypothesized H1Dc that there would be a statistically significant
relationship between a leader’s RTP in the recreational domain and his or her
transactional leadership style Table 25 shows that there was no significant correlation
where (r = .101, p = .394), and the hypothesis was therefore was rejected. In other word,
the relationship between a leaders’ RTP in the recreation domain and his or her
transactional leadership style was not found.
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Hypothesis 1E. There will be a statistically significant relationship between a
leader’s RTP in the social and his or her managerial leadership styles.
The research hypothesis H1E predicted that there would be a statistically
significant relationship between a leader’s RTP in the social domain and his or her
transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles. As is shown in Table
26, the correlation was not significant relationship between a leader’s RTP in the social
domains and his or her transformational leadership style where (r = -.1963, p = .097),
laissez-faire where (r = -.133, p = .261), and transactional leadership styles where (r =
.112, p = .347). Thus, the hypothesis was rejected. There was no relationship between a
leader’s RTP in social domain and his or her transformational, transactional, and laissezfaire leadership styles.
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Table 27
Summary of the Findings Related to Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1 Hypothesis

Sig.

Outcome

H1Aa. There will be a statistically significant
relationship between a leader’s RTP in the
ethical domain and his or her
transformational leadership style.

p = .023

Accepted

H1Ab. There will be a statistically significant
relationship between a leader’s RTP in the
ethical domain and his or her laissez-faire
leadership style.

p = .000

Accepted

H1Ac. There will be a statistically significant
relationship between a leader’s RTP in the
ethical domain and his or her transactional
leadership style.

p = .675

Rejected

H1B. There will be a statistically significant
relationship between a leader’s RTP in the
financial domain and his or her managerial
leadership styles.

p = .731
p = .050
p = .720

Rejected

H1Ca. There will be a statistically significant
relationship between a leader’s RTP in the
health and safety domain/and his or her
transformational style.

p = .151

Rejected

(Table Continues)
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Hypothesis 1 Hypothesis

Sig.

Outcome

H1Cb. There will be a statistically
significant relationship between a leader’s
RTP in the health and safety domain/and his
or her laissez-faire leadership style.

p = .001

Accepted

H1Cc. There will be a statistically significant
relationship between a leader’s RTP in the
health and safety domain/and his or her
transactional leadership style.

p = .851

Rejected

H1Da. There will be a statistically
significant relationship between a leader’s
RTP in the recreational domain and his or
her transformational leadership styles.

p = .26 1

Rejected

H1Db. There will be a statistically
significant relationship between a leader’s
RTP in the recreational domain and his or
her laissez-faire leadership style.

p = .036

Accepted

H1Dc. There will be a statistically
significant relationship between a leader’s
RTP in the recreational domain and his or
her transactional leadership style.

p = .394

Rejected

H1E. There will be a statistically significant
relationship between a leader’s RTP in the
social domain and his or her managerial
leadership styles.

p = .097
p = .261
p = .347

Rejected

Research Question 4
Do domains (ethical, financial, health and safety, recreational, and social) of RTP
have an impact on one’s leadership style?
This research question was developed to determine the extent to which a leader’s
RTP, as measured by the by the DOSPERT has an impact on her or her MLS, as
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measured by The MLQ Form 5X. To analyze data generated by this question, a one-way
ANOVA was computed to examine influence of each independent variable on the
dependent variables. The relationship between a nonprofit leader’s RTP and his or her
MLS was a major focus of investigation in this study. As mentioned, the most reliable
and valid known instruments to measure RTP and MLS were the DOSPERT to measure
risk-taking propensity (Blais & Weber, 2006), and the MLQ Form 5X to measure
managerial leadership styles (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
RTP and transformation leadership style. The initial aspect to the forth question
was to determine to what extent does a leader’s RTP have an impact on his or her
transformational leadership style? To answer this question, the one-way ANOVA was
computed. The results from the one-way ANOVA indicate that there indicated no
statistically significant differences between the five domains (ethical, financial, health
and safety, recreational, and social) of RTP and transformational leadership style. The
following results are offered F = 2.762, p = .070 for the ethical domain, F = .585, p =
.560 for the financial domain, F = 1.048, p = .356 for the health and safety domain, F =
.991, p = .376 for the recreational domain, and F = 1.777, p = .177 for the social domain.
The findings show that nonprofit leader’s risk-taking propensity had no impact on his or
her transformational leadership style. In other words, a leader’s RTP did not make a
significant difference on his or her managerial leadership styles. Table 28 displays the pvalue for the relationship between a leaders’ RTP and his or her transformational
leadership style.
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Table 28
Analysis of Variance for RTP and Transformational Leadership Style
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Ethical Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

7.831
99.156
106.986

2
70
72

3.915
1.417

2.764

.070

Financial
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.877
52.493
53.370

2
70
72

.439
.750

.585

.560

Health &
Safety Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.869
95.870
98.740

2
70
72

1.435
1.370

1.048

.356

Recreational
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

3.994
140.993
144.986

2
70
72

1.997
2.014

.991

.376

Social Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

4.295
84.581
88.877

2
70
72

2.148
1.208

1.777

.177

RTP and transactional leadership style. The second aspect to the forth research
question was to determine to what extent does a leader’s RTP have an impact on her or
her transactional leadership style? As shown in Table 29 , the results of the one-way
ANOVA indicted that there were no statistically significant differences between leader’s
RTP and her or her transactional leadership style where : F = .670 , p = .515 for the
ethical domain, F = .082 , p = .921 for the financial domain, F = 1.381 , p = .258 for the
health and safety domain, F = 1.201 , p = .307 for the recreational domain, and F = .670
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, p = .515 for the social domain, suggesting no significant impact by leader’s RTP on his
or her transactional leadership style. This finding demonstrates that nonprofit leader’s
risk-taking propensity has no impact on his or her transactional leadership style. Table 29
presents the p-values for the relationship between a leaders’ RTP and his or her
transactional leadership style.
Table 29
Analysis of Variance for RTP and Transactional Leadership Style
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Ethical Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.011
104.976
106.986

2
70
72

1.005
1.500

.670

.515

Financial
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.125
53.245
53.370

2
70
72

.063
.761

.082

.921

Health &
Safety Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

3.749
94.991
98.740

2
70
72

1.874
1.357

1.381

.258

Recreational
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

4.811
140.176
144.986

2
70
72

2.405
2.003

1.201

.307

Social Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1.234
87.642
88.877

2
70
72

.617
1.252

.493

.613
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RTP and Laissez-Faire Leadership Style. As shown in Table 30, the final aspect
to the fourth research question is related to what extent does nonprofit leader’s risktaking propensity have an impact on his or her laissez-faire leadership style. The one-way
ANOVA was also computed to determine if the scores of nonprofit leader’s risk-taking
propensity differed significantly from his or her laissez-faire leadership style. The results
show that there was a significant difference (p < .05) in three domains of RTP, ethical
domain where F = 18.304, p = .000, financial domain where F = 3.177, p = .029, and
health and safety domain where F = 4.597, p = .005, and his or her laissez-faire
leadership. The one-way ANOVA indicated that nonprofit leader’s risk-taking propensity
in ethical, financial, and health and safety domains do appear to impact on in his or her
laissez-faire leadership style. However, there was no statistically significant difference
between a nonprofit leader’s RTP in the recreational domain where F = 1.634, p = .189,
and social domains where F = .443, p = .723, and his or her laissez-faire leadership style.
This finding indicates no significant effect of nonprofit leader’s RTP in recreational and
social domains on his or her laissez-faire leadership. Table 30 shows the p-value for the
relationship between a leaders’ RTP and his or her laissez-faire leadership style.
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Table 30
Analysis of Variance for RTP and Laissez-Faire Leadership Style
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Ethical Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

47.412
59.574
106.986

3
69
72

15.804
.863

18.304

.000

Financial
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

6.478
46.892
53.370

3
69
72

2.159
.680

3.177

.029

Health/Safet
y Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

16.447
82.292
98.740

3
69
72

5.482
1.193

4.597

.005

Recreational
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

9.617
135.369
144.986

3
69
72

3.206
1.962

1.634

.189

Social Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1.679
87.197
88.877

3
69
72

.560
1.264

.443

.723

Hypothesis H2
There will be a statistically significant difference between leader’s RTP and his or
her MLS. Hypothesis is H2 is related to research question four which predicted that there
would be a statistically significant difference between a nonprofit leader’ RTP and his or
her MLS. The data collected from each nonprofit leader were analyzed using the one-way
ANOVA. The level of significance for this study was p < .05, which formed the basis for
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rejecting or accepting the hypothesis. The second research hypothesis included several
sub-hypothesis statements as follows:
Hypothesis 2A. There will be a statistically significant difference between
leader’s RTP and his or her transformational leadership style.
The research hypothesis H2A predicted that there would be a statistically
significant difference between leaders’ RTP domains and his or her. Based on the results
presented in Table 28 no statistically significant differences were found at the p < 05
level between nonprofit leader’ RTP domain and his or her transformational leadership
style where: F = 2.762, p = .070 for ethical domain, F = .585, p = .560 for financial
domain, F =1.048, p = .356 for health and safety domain, F = .991, p = .376 for
recreational domain, and F = 1.777, p = .177 for social domain. A statistically significant
correlation was not found between a leader’s RTP, as measured by the by the DOSPERT,
and his or her transformational leadership styles, as measured by The MLQ Form 5X.
Thus, the hypothesis is rejected.
Hypothesis 2B. There will be a statistically significant difference between
leader’s RTP and his or her transactional leadership styles.
The research hypothesis H2B predicted that there would be a statistically
significant difference between leaders’ RTP domains and his or her transactional
leadership styles. Based on the results presented in Table 29, the one-way ANOVA
indicted no statistically significant differences were found at the p < .05 level between a
leader’s RTP domains and his or her transactional leadership style where F = .670, p =
.515 for ethical domain, F = .082, p = .921 for financial domain, F = 1.381, p = .258 for
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health and safety domain, F =1.201, p = .307 for recreational domain, and F = .670, p =
.515 for social domain. Statistically significant correlations were not found between a
leader’s RTP as measured by the by the DOSPERT and his or her transactional leadership
style, as measured by The MLQ Form 5X. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected.
Hypothesis 2C. There will be a statistically significant difference between
leader’s RTP and his or her laissez-faire leadership style.
The research hypothesis H2C predicted that there would be statistically significant
differences between leaders’ RTP domains and his or her laissez-faire leadership styles.
The one-way ANOVA findings presented in Table 30, statistically significant differences
were found at the p < .05 level between three domains of nonprofit leader’s RTP
including the ethical domain where F = 18.304, p = .000, the financial domain where F
= 3.177, p = .029, and health and safety domain where F = 4.597, p = .005, and his or
her laissez-faire leadership. Statistically significant correlations were found between a
leader’s RTP relate to ethical, financial, health and safety, and as measured by the by the
DOSPERT, and his or her laissez-faire leadership styles, as measured by The MLQ Form
5X. Thus, the hypothesis was accepted. There was a significance level of .000, .029, and
.005 between A leader’s RTP relate to ethical, financial, health and safety and his or her
laissez-faire leadership styles. Thus, a leader’s RTP related to their ethical, financial and
health and safety domains have the potential to influence his or her laissez-faire
leadership styles. However, there were no significant differences between nonprofit
leader’s recreational domain where F = 1.634, p = .189 and social domains where F =
.443, p = .723, and his or her laissez-faire leadership style, and. The hypothesis was
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rejected. In other words, the relationship between a leader’s RTP in recreational and
social domain and his or her laissez-faire leadership style was not found.
Table 31
Provides a Summary of the Findings Related to Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2

Sig.

Outcome

H2A. There will be a statistically significant
difference between leader’s RTP and his or
her transformational leadership style.

p > .05 level for all
RTP

Rejected

H2B. There will be a statistically significant
difference between leader’s RTP and his or
her transactional leadership styles.

p > .05 level for all
RTP

Rejected

H2C. There will be a statistically significant
difference between leader’s RTP in the
ethical, financial, and health and safety
domain and to his or her laissez-faire
leadership styles.

p = .000
p = .029
p = .005

Accepted

H2Ca. There will be a statistically significant
difference between leader’s RTP in the
recreational and social domain and to his or
her laissez-faire leadership styles.

p = .189
p = .723

Rejected

Research Question 5
Does age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization have
an impact on a leader’s RTP?
A one-way ANOVA was calculated to analyze the overall impact of demographic
variables on a leader’s RTP. In addition, homogeneity was computed to examine the
distribution of demographic variables on a leader’s RTP. A Scheffe test was utilized to
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analyze the variance between the variables. The DOSPERT and demographic portion of
survey instrument were utilized in order to conduct the Scheffe test to examine
homogeneity. As mentioned in chapter 3, the DOSPERT is a subjective measure that
compares “risk-loving” and “risk averse” in five different domains subject of risk. ‘Riskloving’ refers to individuals who have a higher willingness to take risk and those who
report as being ‘risk averse’ are individuals who have shown less willingness to accept
risk. Nonprofit leaders were asked to rate how likely they were to engage in the given
risk activity on a scale of 1 (very unlikely) to 7 (very likely). This research question
included the following ancillary questions:
Does age have an impact on the nonprofit leader’s RTP? The factor variable in
this analysis was age while the dependent variable was a leader’s RTP. It was
appropriated to use one-way ANOVA to examine the impact of nonprofit leader’s age
and his or her RTP. The age variable was converted into a generation variable, including
the Millennial Generation (22 to 37 years old), Generation X (38 to 53 years old), and
Baby Boomers (54 to 72 years old). There were n = 73 surveys returned. 15.2% (n = 19)
of nonprofit leaders identified with the Millennial Generation, 62.4% (n = 33) were from
Generation X, and 21 were from the Baby Boomer Generation 15.2% (n = 19). The Table
31 presents the results of the ANOVA conducted to determine whether there was a
significant difference among leader’s RTP and their generations.
Ethical domain and age. In terms of the ethical domain across generations, the
one-way ANOVA results showed no significant differences between the two variables
where F = .457, p = .635. This suggests that those two variables did not differ
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significantly from each other. The results imply that a nonprofit leader’s RTP in ethical
domain has no impact on his or her generation. However, the results of homogeneity of
variance test showed that the highest means scores were found for the Millennial
Generation where M = 2.21 and SD = 1.548, followed by Generation X where M = 1.94
and SD = 1.144, and Baby Boomers Generation where M = 1.86 and SD = 1.014. The
findings of the one-way ANOVA suggest no significant impact of one variable on the
other. Yet, homogeneity subsets revealed that members of the Millennial Generation have
a greater tendency to engage in risky activities related to the ethical risk compared with
members of Generation X or the Baby Boomer generation (see Table 32).
Table 32
Means for Ethical, Financial, and Health & Safety Domains
Generation

N

Scheffea,b Baby Boomers 21

Ethical

Financial

Health & Safety

1.86

2.58

2.48

Generation X

33

1.94

2.79

2.70

Millennial

19

2.21

2.81

2.74

.624

.659

.757

Sig.

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 22.979.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I
error levels are not guaranteed.

Financial domain and age. In terms of the financial risk across generations, the
one-way ANOVA results show that there were no significant differences among the two
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variables where F = .609, p = .547. However, the age group that had the highest mean
scores were Baby Boomer Generation where M = 2.81, SD = .680, followed by
Millennial Generation where M = 2.79, SD = 1.134, and Generation X where M = 2.58
and SD = .792. The findings of the one-way ANOVA also yielded no significant impact
of financial risk on generation. That is, a nonprofit leader’s generational affiliation and
their financial risk propensity. However, homogeneity subsets revealed that Baby
Boomers have a higher tendency to engage in risky activities related to financial risk (see
Table 32).
Health and safety domain and age. In terms of the health and safety risk across
generations, the results of the one-way ANOVA showed that there were no significant
differences among the two variables where F = .303, p = .739. However, by examining
the mean scores of the variables, Millennial Generation members were found to have the
highest mean scores where M = 2.74, SD = 1.327, followed by Generation X where M =
2.70, SD = 1.132, and Baby Boomers Generation where M = 2.48, SD = 1.171. The data
showed no significant relationship between the two variables showing that nonprofit
leader’s health and safety risk propensity had no affects his or her generational
membership. Overall, the homogeneity subsets showed that Millennial Generation
members have a higher tendency to engage in risky activities related to health and safety
risk (see Table 32).
Recreational domain and age. The one-way ANOVA test was computed to
investigate the impact of a nonprofit leader’s recreational risk on his or her generational
membership. There was no significant difference between the two variables age and
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recreation, where F = .463, p = .631. Results indicate that a nonprofit leader’s
recreational risk propensity had no impact on his or her generational affiliation. Yet, the
age group that had the highest mean scores were Generation X where M = 2.95, SD =
1.191, followed by Millennial Generation where M = 3.18, SD = 1.570, and Baby
Boomers Generation where M = 2.48, SD = 1.123. While no statistical significance was
found between the two variables, it is important to point out that members of Generation
X have a higher tendency to engage in risky activities related to recreational risk
according to the results of the homogeneity of variance test (see Table 33).
Social domain and age. As shown in Table 34, the one-way ANOVA was
computed to determine if the scores of a nonprofit leader’s social risk differ significantly
from his or her generational affiliation. No statistical significance was found between the
two variables where F = 4.597, p = .013. The Results suggest that a nonprofit leader’s
social risk propensity had impact on his or her generational membership. The
homogeneity test revealed that Baby Boomers have a higher tendency to engage in risky
activities related to social risk where M = 5.48, SD = .750, followed by Millennial
Generation where M = 5.26, SD = 1.046 and Generation X where M = 4.64, SD = 1.220
(see Table 33). When the mean scores of a generational group increases by one point, the
predicted change in the mean scores of a nonprofit leader’s social risk goes up by about
.117. The random effects range was from -.41 to .117.
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Table 33
Means for Groups in Recreational and Social Domains
Generation

N

Recreational

Social 1

21

2.81

4.64

Generation X

33

2.95

5.26

Millennial

19

3.18

Scheffea,b Baby Boomers

Sig.

.679

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 22.979.

Social 2

5.26
5.48

.142

.793
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Table 34
Analysis of Variance for RTP and Age
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Ethical Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1.378
105.608
106.986

2
70
72

.689
1.509

.457

.635

Financial Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.913
52.457
53.370

2
70
72

.457
.749

.609

.547

Health Safety
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.848
97.892
98.740

2
70
72

.424
1.398

.303

.739

Recreational
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1.892
143.095
144.986

2
70
72

.946
2.044

.463

.631

Social Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

10.318
78.559
88.877

2
70
72

5.159
1.122

4.597

.013

Does gender have an impact on the nonprofit leader’s RTP? The next part of
question five was to determine to what extent nonprofit leaders’ gender has an impact on
the five domains of RTP. The factor variable in this analysis was gender while the
dependent variable was a leader’s RTP. Forty-six of the nonprofit leaders were female,
representing 63% of the study sample while 27 of the participants were male reflecting
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37% of the study sample. The one-way ANOVA were computed to determine if the
scores of nonprofit leaders’ RTP differed significantly according to gender.
There were no statistically significant differences between a nonprofit leader’s
gender at the p > .05 level in the five domains of RTP scores: F =1.143, p = .289 for
ethical risk, F = .359, p = .551 for financial risk, F = .551, p = .458 for health and safety
risk, F = .457, p = .635 for recreational risk, and F = .457, p = .635 for social risk. The
data show there were no significant relationship between the two variables (see Table
35).
The homogeneity of variance test showed that male reported a higher likelihood
of engaging in risky activities in the ethical domain where M = 2.19, SD = 1.272,
financial domain where M = 2.78, SD = 1.013, health and safety domain M = 2.78, SD =
1.013, and the recreational domains where M = 3.22, SD = 1.528. In the social domain
the respondent reported a lower likelihood of engaging in risk related to the social
domain where M = 4.96, SD = 1.192 compared to their female counterparts.
Conversely, females reported a higher likelihood of engaging in risky activities
related to the social domain where M = 5.09, SD = 1.111, while they reported a lower
likelihood of engaging in risk related to the ethical domain where M = 1.87, SD = 1.185,
financial where M = 2.65, SD = .766, health and safety where M = 2.57, SD = 1.241,
recreational domains where M = 2.89, SD = 1.354. The finding indicate that most male
leaders were found to have a higher likelihood of engaging in risk activities related to
ethical, financial, health and safety and recreational domains, while female leaders
showed a higher likelihood of engaging in risky activities related to the social domain.
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Table 35
Analysis of Variance for RTP and Gender
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Ethical Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1.695
105.291
106.986

1
71
72

1.695
1.483

1.143

.289

Financial Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.268
53.101
53.370

1
71
72

.268
.748

.359

.551

Health/Safety
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.769
97.971
98.740

1
71
72

.769
1.380

.557

.458

Recreational
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1.863
143.123
144.986

1
71
72

1.863
2.016

.924

.340

Social Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.262
88.615
88.877

1
71
72

.262
1.248

.210

.648

Does one’s ethnicity have an impact on the nonprofit leader’s RTP? The next part
of question five was to determine to what extent nonprofit leaders’ ethnicity has an
impact on the five domains of RTP. The factor variable in this analysis was ethnicity
while the dependent variable was leader’s RTP. Caucasians represented 86% (n = 63) of
the nonprofit leader study participants, African American represented 11% (n = 8), and
Hispanic represented 3% (n = 2). As shown in Table 36, the one-way ANOVA tests were
computed to determine if the scores of nonprofit leaders’ RTP differed significantly when
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viewed from one’s ethnicity. There were no statistically significant differences between
nonprofit leader’s ethnicity and the four domains of RTP scores where F = 1.362, p =
.263 for ethical, F = .529, p = .592 for health and safety, F = .42, p = .595 for
recreational, and F = .451, p = .639 for social domains. The data show there was no
significant impact found among the four domains of RTP including (ethical, health and
safety, recreational and social domains) and nonprofit leader’s ethnicity. Yet, the results
from the one-way ANOVA showed a significant difference between the nonprofit
leader’s financial domain and her or her ethnicity where F = 3.157, p = .049. Based on
these findings, African American and Hispanic leaders were more likely to engage in
risky activities related to the financial domain.
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Table 36
Analysis of Variance for RTP and Ethnicity
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Ethical Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

4.008
102.978
106.986

2
70
72

2.004
1.471

1.362

.263

Financial Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

4.415
48.954
53.370

2
70
72

2.208
.699

3.157

.049

Health/Safety
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1.470
97.270
98.740

2
70
72

.735
1.390

.529

.592

Recreational
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.175
144.812
144.986

2
70
72

.087
2.069

.042

.959

Social Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1.131
87.746
88.877

2
70
72

.565
1.254

.451

.639

Does the level of one’s education have an impact on the nonprofit leader’s RTP? To
answer the question related to the participants’ level of education, a one-way ANOVA
was conducted to determine if the p scores of RTP’s domains differed among levels of
education. The factor variable in this analysis was level of education while the dependent
variable was a leader’s RTP. Bachelor’s degree holders represented 61.6 % of the sample,
followed by 16.4 % for those holding master’s degrees, 12.3% for some college, 6% for
Associate, 1% for High School, and 1% for doctoral degree holders. There were no
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statistical significant differences between nonprofit leader’s level of education and the
five domains of RTP scores at the p > .05 level where F = .385, p = .858 for ethical risk,
F = .769, p = .575 for financial, F = 2.181, p = .067for health and safety, F = 1.019, p =
.414 for recreational, and F = 2.045, p = .083 for the social domains. The data suggest
there was no significant impact or relationship between a nonprofit leader’s level of
education and his or her RTP (see Table 37).
Table 37
Analysis of Variance for RTP and Level of Education
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Ethical Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.986
104.000
106.986

5
67
72

.597
1.552

.385

.858

Financial Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.898
50.472
53.370

5
67
72

.580
.753

.769

.575

Health &
Safety Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

13.823
84.917
98.740

5
67
72

2.765
1.267

2.181

.067

Recreational
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

10.247
134.739
144.986

5
67
72

2.049
2.011

1.019

.414

Social Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

11.766
77.111
88.877

5
67
72

2.353
1.151

2.045

.083
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Does the size of one’s NPOs have impact on the nonprofit leader’s RTP?
The smaller organizational size represented 51 % of the sample, followed by 33 %
for large organizations, and 16 % for mid-sized organizations. The factor variable in this
analysis was size of NPOs while the dependent variable was a leader’s RTP. The results
from the one-way ANOVA indicate that there were no significant differences between
the two variables where F =1.597, p = .210 for ethical risk, F = .037, p = .963 for
financial, F =1.686, p = .193 for health and safety, F = .284, p = .753 for recreational,
and F .956, p = .390 for social domains. The findings of the one-way ANOVA analysis
suggest that there was no significant impact between the size of an organization and a
nonprofit leader’s RTP. Mid-sized NPOs leaders reported a higher likelihood of engaging
in risky activates related to four domains of RTP including ethical where M = 2.17, SD =
1.403, financial where M = 2.75, SD = 1.138, health and safety where M = 3.17, SD =
1.115, and the social domains where M = 5.42 a, SD = .900. While Nonprofit leaders
who worked in small NPOs reported a higher likelihood of engaging in risky activities
related to the recreational domain where M = 3.11 and SD = 1.430 (see Table 38).
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Table 38
Analysis of Variance for RTP and Size of Organization
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Ethical Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

4.668
102.319
106.986

2
70
72

2.334
1.462

1.597

.210

Financial Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.057
53.313
53.370

2
70
72

.028
.762

.037

.963

Health &
Safety Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

4.537
94.203
98.740

2
70
72

2.269
1.346

1.686

.193

Recreational
Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1.169
143.818
144.986

2
70
72

.584
2.055

.284

.753

Social Risk

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.362
86.515
88.877

2
70
72

1.181
1.236

.956

.390

Hypothesis H3
There will be a statistically significant difference between a leader’s RTP when
analyzing by age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization.
The third hypothesis in this study was related to research question five which
predicted that there would be a statistically significant difference between a nonprofit
leaders’ RTP when analyzing by age (generational membership), gender, ethnicity, level
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of education, and size of NPOs. The data collected from each nonprofit leader was
analyzed using a one-way ANOVA. The level of significance was p < .05, which formed
the basis for rejection or acceptance of the hypothesis. The third research hypothesis
included the following ancillary hypotheses:
Hypothesis 3A. There will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s RTP when analyzing by age.
The research hypothesis H3A predicted that there would be a statistically
significant difference between a nonprofit leader’ RTP and generational membership.
Based on the results presented in Tables 34 through 38, the one-way ANOVA showed
there was no statistically significant differences at the .05 level between a nonprofit
leader’s RTP related to the ethical domain where F = .457, p = .635, financial domain
where F = .609, p = .547, health and safety domain where F = .303, p = .739 and the
recreational domain where F = .463, p = .631, and the generational membership of
respondents. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected. The results indicated leader’ RTP in
ethical domain, financial domain, health and safety domain, recreational domain did not
have effect on the respondent’s generational membership. However, the results from the
one-way ANOVA indicated that there were significant differences between a nonprofit
leader’s RTP related to the social domain and a leader’s generation at level of p < .05
where F = 4.597, p = .013. Thus, the hypothesis was accepted when viewing the
respondent’s social domain and their generational membership. The relationship among
the variables was significant, suggesting that leader’s RTP related to the social domain
did have impact on generational.
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Hypothesis 3B. There will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s RTP when analyzing by gender.
The research hypothesis H3B predicted that there would be a statistically
significant difference between a nonprofit leader’s RTP and his or her gender. Based on
the results presented in Table 35 generated by, the one-way ANOVA findings, in all RTP
domains, there were no statistically significant differences between a nonprofit leader’s
RTP and his or her gender. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected. This indicated that a
leader’s RTP did not have an impact on one’s gender.
Hypothesis 3C. There will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s RTP when analyzing by ethnicity.
The research hypothesis H3C predicted that there would be a statistically
significant difference between a nonprofit leaders’ RTP and his or her ethnicity. Based on
the results shown in Table 36, the one-way ANOVA indicated there were no statistical
significant differences at the p < .05 level between the four domains of RTP which
include: ethical domain where F = 1.362; p = .263; health and safety domain where F =
.529, p = .592; recreational domain where F = .42, p = .595; and the social domain where
F = .451, p = .639. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected, inducting that a leaders’ RTP in
ethical, health and safety, recreational, and social domains did not have effect on his or
her ethnicity. However, the results from the one-way ANOVA indicated that there were
significant differences among a nonprofit leader’s RTP in the financial domain and her or
her ethnicity domain where F = 3.157, p = .049. Thus, the hypothesis H3Ca was
accepted when viewing the respondent’s responses to the question detailing with the
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financial domain and ethnicity. Suggesting that a nonprofit leader’s RTP in financial has
an impact on his or her ethnicity.
Hypothesis 3D. The research hypothesis H3D predicted that there would be a
statistically significant difference between a nonprofit leader’ RTP and his or her level of
education. Based on the results presented in Table 37, there were no statistically
significant differences between a nonprofit leader’s RTP and his or her level of education
at p < .05 level Thus, the hypothesis was rejected. The results suggest that a nonprofit
leader’ RTP did not have effect on the level of one’s education.
Hypothesis 3E. There will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s RTP when analyzing by the size of the organization.
The research hypothesis H3E predicted that there would be a statistically
significant difference between a nonprofit leader’ RTP and the size of NOPs. The data
shown in Table 38 reveal no statistically significant differences between a nonprofit
leader’s RTP and the size of NOPs. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected. A nonprofit
leader’ RTP has no an impact on the size of one’s NPOs.
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Table 39
Summary of the Findings Related to Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 3

Sig.

Outcome

H3A. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a leader’s RTP in ethical
domain, financial domain, health and safety
domain, recreational domain when analyzing
by age.

p = .635

Rejected

H3Aa. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a leader’s RTP in the
social domain when analyzing by age.

p = .013

Accepted

H3B. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a leader’s RTP when
analyzing by gender.

p > .05 level for all
RTP

Rejected

H3C. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a leader’s RTP in ethical,
health and safety, recreational, and social
domains when analyzing by ethnicity.

p = .263

Rejected

p = .547
p = .739
p = .631

p = .592
p = .595
p = .639

H3Ca. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a leader’s RTP in
financial domain when analyzing by
ethnicity.

p = .049

Accepted

H3D. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a leader’s RTP when
analyzing by level of education.

p > .05 level for all
RTP

Rejected

H3E. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a leader’s RTP when
analyzing by the size of the organization.

p > .05 level for all
RTP

Rejected
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Research Question 6
Does age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization have
an impact on a leader’s MLS?
To answer this research question and address the hypotheses, a one-way ANOVA
test was computed to determine if there were significant relationships between age,
gender, ethnicity, level of education, and the size of a nonprofit leader’s organization.
Research question six includes the following ancillary questions:
Does age have an impact on the nonprofit leader’s MLS? Relative to age, the age
variable was converted into a generation variable. 62.4 % (n = 33) of the nonprofit
leaders in this study identify themselves as Generation X members, 16.8 (n = 21) were
Baby Boomers Generation, and 15.2% (n = 19) were from the Millennial Generation.
The one-way ANOVA data indicate no significant differences between the three
generations of nonprofit leaders and their managerial leadership styles where: F = .288, p
= .750 for the transformational leadership style, F = .734, p = .479 for the transactional
leadership style, and F = 1.988, p = .145 for the laissez-faire leadership style. The
findings suggest that there were no statistically significant differences at the p < .05 level
between a nonprofit leader’s MLS and his or her generational membership. Results
revealed the generational membership of nonprofit leaders had no impact on his or her
MLS. However, the results of homogeneity of variance test showed that the Baby
Boomers generation had a higher tendency to practice the transformational leadership
style where M =4.05, SD = .590. The results of the homogeneity test also indicted that
Generation X members have a higher tendency to practice transactional leadership style
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where M =3.45, SD = .564. Also, Generation X members were likely to show the laissezfaire leadership styles where M =2.15, SD = .834 (see Table 41).
Based upon these findings, Baby Boomers leaders were more likely to
demonstrate transformational leadership styles, although the difference was not
statistically significant. The result revealed that the generational membership of nonprofit
leaders had no impact on her/his MLS. Table 40 shows the p-value for the relationship
between leaders’ MLS and his or her age.
Table 40
Analysis of Variance for MLS and Age
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Transformational

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.155
18.831
18.986

2
70
72

.078
.269

.288

.750

Transactional

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.442
20.818
21.260

2
70
72

.221
.297

.743

.479

Laissez-Faire

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.470
43.476
45.945

2
70
72

1.235
.621

1.988

.145

150

Table 41
Means for Transformational, Transactional, and Laisser-Faire Leadership Styles Across
Generations
Variables

Generation

N

Scheffea,b

Generation X

33

3.94

3.26

1.71

Millennial

19

4.00

3.38

1.95

Baby Boomers

21

4.05

3.45

2.15

.779

.496

.178

Sig.

Transformational

Transactional

Laisser-faire

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 22.979.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type I
error levels are not guaranteed.

Does gender have an impact on the nonprofit leader’s MLS? Relative to gender,
46 of the nonprofit leaders were female and this group represented 63% of the study
sample while 27 of the participants were male and comprised 37% of the study sample.
The factor variable in this analysis was gender while the dependent variable was leader’s
MLS. The one-way ANOVA analysis was computed to determine if the scores of a
nonprofit leader’s MLS differed significantly from his or her gender. The one-way
ANOVA showed there were statistically significant differences at the p < .05 level
between a nonprofit leader’s who demonstrated the transformational leadership style and
his or her gender where F = 5.047, p = .028. The results indicated that female leaders
were more likely to show behaviors characteristic of transformational leadership styles M
= 4.09, SD = .509 than male leaders where M = 3.81, SD = .483. When the mean scores
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of gender increases by one point, the predicted change in the mean scores of
transformational leadership styles increases by about .030. The random effects range of
those practicing the transformational leadership style among male and female genders
was from .005 to .030. The data revealed that there was a significant relationship between
nonprofit leader’s gender and his or her transformational leadership style.
The one-way ANOVA also showed that there were statistically significant
differences at the p < .05 level of between a nonprofit leader who demonstrated the
transactional leadership style and a nonprofit leader’s gender where F = 6.856, p = .001.
The results indicted male leaders were more likely to show transactional styles behaviors
where M = 3.59, SD = .501 than female leaders M = 3.26, SD = .535. When the mean
scores of gender increases by one point, the predicted change in the mean scores of
transactional leadership styles increases by about .047. The random effects between
transactional leadership style and gender ranged from .005 to .047. The data indicated a
significant relationship between a nonprofit leader’s gender and his or her transactional
leadership style. Conversely, there were no statistically significant differences between a
nonprofit leader who demonstrated the laissez-faire leadership style and nonprofit
leader’s gender where F = 1.293, p = .259. The results of the one-way ANOVA revealed
the gender of nonprofit leaders had no an impact on her/his laissez-faire leadership style.
Table 42 shows the p-value for the relationship between a leaders’ MLS and his or her
gender.
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Table 42
Analysis of Variance for MLS and Gender
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Transformational

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1.260
17.726
18.986

1
71
72

1.260
.250

5.047

.028

Transactional

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1.872
19.388
21.260

1
71
72

1.872
.273

6.856

.011

Laissez-Faire

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.822
45.123
45.945

1
71
72

.822
.636

1.293

.259

Does one’s ethnicity have an impact on the nonprofit leader’s MLS? Relative to
ethnicity, Caucasians represented 86% (n = 63) of nonprofit leaders, African Americans
represented 11% (n = 8), and Hispanics represented 3 % (n = 2) of the study sample. As
shown in Table 42, a one-way ANOVA test was computed to determine if the scores of a
nonprofit leader’s MLS differed significantly from his or her ethnicity. The results
indicated that there were no significant differences among the two variables where F =
1.196, p = .309 for transformational, F = .007, p = .993 for transactional, and F = .511, p
= .602 for laissez-faire leadership styles. The data showed there was no significant
impact between nonprofit leader’s ethnicity and his or her MLS. Table 43 reveals the pvalue for the relationships between a leaders’ MLS and his or her ethnicity.
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Table 43
Analysis of Variance for MLS and Ethnicity
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Transformational

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.627
18.359
18.986

2
70
72

.314
.262

1.196

.309

Laissez-Faire

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.009
45.937
45.945

2
70
72

.004
.656

.007

.993

Transactional

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.306
20.954
21.260

2
70
72

.153
.299

.511

.602

Does the level of one’s education have an impact on the nonprofit leader’s MLS?
Relative to level of education, nonprofit leaders who had earned bachelor degrees
comprised 61.6 % (n = 45) of the sample, followed by 16.4 % (n = 12) with master
degrees, 12.3% (n = 9) for leaders who had earned some college credits, 6% (n = 5) for
leaders who had earned the associates degree, 1% (n = 1) for leaders who had earned a
high school diploma, and 1% (n = 1) for leaders who had earned the doctorate degree. As
shown in Table 44, the one-way ANOVA test was computed to determine if the scores of
nonprofit leader’s MLS differed significantly from his or her level of education. The oneway ANOVA indicated that there were significant differences between transformational
leadership style scores and the level of education at the p < .05 level where F = 2.473, p
= .041. Nonetheless, the results from the one-way ANOVA showed no significant
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differences among the transactional leadership style scores and the level of education at
the p > .05 level where F = .546, p = .741. Furthermore, there were as no significant
differences among the laissez-faire leadership style and the level of education where F
=1.616, p = .168. Based on these findings, a nonprofit leader who had earned a master’s
degree was more likely to practice transformational leadership style where M = 4.25, SD
= .542. The results indicated that when the mean scores of the level of education
increased by one point, the predicted change in the mean scores of transformational
leadership styles increased by about .042. The random effects for transformation
leadership style and one’s level of education ranged from -.017 to .042. The data showed
there was a significant effect between nonprofit leader’s level of education and his or her
transformational leadership style. Table 44 shows the p-value for the relationship
between a leaders’ MLS and his or her level of education.
Table 44
Analysis of Variance for MLS and Level of Education
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Transformational

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.959
16.028
18.986

5
67
72

.592
.239

2.473

.041

Transactional

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.832
20.428
21.260

5
67
72

.166
.305

.546

.741

laissez-faire

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

4.945
41.000
45.945

5
67
72

.989
.612

1.616

.168
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Does the size of one’s NPO have an impact on the nonprofit leader’s MLS?
Relative to the size of NPOs, the ‘small organization’ size represented 51 % of the
sample, followed by 33% for ‘large organizations, and 16 % for ‘mid-sized
organizations.’ The results of the one-way ANOVA, summarized in Table 45, revealed
that there were no significant differences between transformational leadership style
scores and the size of NPOs at the p > .05 level where F = .973, p = .383. The results of
the one-way ANOVA also indicted there was a statistically significant difference
between one’s transactional leadership style scores and the size of NPOs at the p < .05
level where F = 5.660, p = .005. The results of the one-way ANOVA inducted a
nonprofit leader’ who worked in a mid-sized organization was more likely to show
transactional leadership styles where M = 3.67, SD = .492. The results indicated that
when the mean scores of the size of NPOs increased by one point, the predicted change in
the mean scores of transactional leadership styles increased by about .055. The random
effects between transactional leadership style and the size of organization ranged from
.000 to .172.
The data showed there was a significant relationship between the mid-sized
organization and the transactional leadership style. Additionally, the results of the oneway ANOVA revealed a statistically significant difference between laissez-faire
leadership style scores and the mid-sized organizations at the p < .05 level where F
=8.153, p = .001. Based on these findings, the predicted change in the mean scores of
laissez-faire leadership styles increased by about .177, when the mean scores of the size
of NPOs increased by one point. The data revealed a significant impact of the mid-sized
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organizations on laissez-faire leadership styles. Table 45 presents the p-value for the
relationship between a leader’s MLS and size of NOPs.
Table 45
Analysis of Variance for MLS and Size of NOPs
Variables

Sum of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Transformational

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

.513
18.473
18.986

2
70
72

.257
.264

.973

.383

Transactional

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2.960
18.301
21.260

2
70
72

1.480
.261

5.660

.005

Laissez-Faire

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

8.681
37.265
45.945

2
70
72

4.340
.532

8.153

.001

Hypothesis H4
There will be a statistically significant difference between one’s MLS when
analyzing by age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization.
Research Hypothesis H4 is related to the research question six predicting that there would
be a statistically significant difference between nonprofit leaders’ MLS when analyzing
by age “generational membership”, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of
NPOs. The first research hypothesis included the following ancillary hypothesis:
Hypothesis 4A. There will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s MLS when analyzing by age (generational membership).
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The research hypothesis H4A predicted that there would be a statistically
significant difference between a nonprofit leader’ MLS and his or her age (generational
membership). Based on the results presented in Table 40 and 4.33 , the one-way ANOVA
indicted no a statistically significant difference between nonprofit leader demonstrating
the transformational leadership style where F = .288, p = .750, transactional leadership
style F = .734, p = .479, and F =1.988, p = .145 for laissez-faire leadership styles and his
or her generations al level of p > .05. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected.
Hypothesis 4B. There will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s MLS when analyzing by gender.
This research hypothesis H4B predicted that there would be a statistically
significant difference between a nonprofit leader’ MLS and his or her gender. Based on
the results presented in Table 42, one-way ANOVA showed there were statistically
significant differences at the p < .05 level between nonprofit leaders who demonstrated
the transformational leadership style where F = 5.047, p = .028, and transactional
leadership style where F = 6.856, p = .001, and one’s gender. Thus, the hypothesis was
accepted. Nevertheless, H4Ba inducted there was no statistically significant difference
between a nonprofit leader who demonstrated the laissez-faire leadership style and his or
her gender where F = 1.293, p = .259. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected.
Hypothesis 4C. There will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s MLS when analyzing by ethnicity.
The research hypothesis H4C predicted that there would be a statistically
significant difference between a nonprofit leaders’ MLS and his or her ethnicity. Based
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on the results presented in Table 43, the one-way ANOVA indicated that there were no
significant differences between the two variables where F =1.196, p = .309 for
transformational, F = .007, p = .993 for transactional, and F = .511=, p = .602 for
laissez-faire leadership styles. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected.
Hypothesis 4D. There will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s MLS when analyzing by level of education.
The research hypothesis predicted H4D that there would be a statistically
significant difference between a nonprofit leader’ MLS and his or her level of education.
As shown in Table 44, the one-way ANOVA indicated that there was a significant
difference among the transformational leadership style scores and level of education at
the p < .05 level where F = 2.473, p = .041. Thus, the hypothesis was accepted as a
result of the statistical testing of the data collected. Yet, the results from the one-way
ANOVA indicated that there was no a significant difference at the p > .05 level among
nonprofit leader’s transactional style where F = .546, p = .741, and laissez-faire
leadership style where F = 1.616, p = .168, and his or her level of education. Thus, the
hypothesis H4Da was rejected as a result of the statistical testing of the data collected.
Hypothesis 4E. There will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s MLS when analyzing by size of the organization.
The research hypothesis H4E predicted that there would be statistically significant
differences between a nonprofit leader’s MLS and the size of NOPs. As shown in Table
45, the results of a one-way ANOVA revealed that there were no significant differences
between transformational leadership style scores and the size of NPOs at the p > .05 level
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where F = .973, p = .383. Thus, the hypothesis was rejected. On the other hand, the
results did show there were statistically significant differences between a nonprofit
leader’ transactional where F = 5.660, p = .005, and laissez-faire leadership styles where
F = 8.153, p = .001, and the size of NOPs. Thus, the hypothesis H4Ea and H4Eb was
accepted.
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Table 46
Summary of the Findings Related to Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4

Sig.

Outcome

H4A. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a leader’s MLS when
analyzing by age (generational membership).

p > .05 level for all
MLS

Rejected

H4B. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a leader who demonstrated
transformational & transactional leaders, & to
his or her gender.

p = .028
p = .001

Accepted

H4Ba There will be a statistically significant
difference between a laissez-faire leader’s
style and to his or her gender.

p > .05 level

Rejected

H4C. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a leader’s MLS when
analyzing by ethnicity.

p > .05 level for all
MLS

Rejected

H4D. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a transformational leader
when analyzing by level of education.

p = .041

Accepted

H4Da. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a nonprofit leader who
demonstrated transactional & laissez-faire
styles when analyzing by level of education.

p > .05 level

Rejected

H4E. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a transformational leader
when analyzing by size of the organization.

p > .05 level

Rejected

p = .005
p = .001

Accepted

H4Ea. There will be a statistically significant
difference between a transactional and laissezfaire leadership style when analyzing by size
of the organization.
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Summary
In this chapter, the findings of the study were presented. The five domains of risk
(independent variable) as measured by The DOSPERT instrument include (ethical,
financial, health and safety, recreational and social risk domains) and the three leadership
styles (dependent variable) as measured by The MLQ Form 5X include transformational,
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles. The demographic characteristics in this
study included age, gender, ethnic, education, and the size of the organization.
Descriptive statistics, a one-way ANOVA, a person r test, Homogeneous test were
computed to investigate the relationship between a nonprofit leader’s RTP and his or her
MLS. Descriptive statistics revealed that the nonprofit leaders when grouped by
generational membership included; Generation X (n = 33), Baby Boomers Generation (n
= 21), and Millennial Generation (n = 19). Baby Boomers leaders were more likely to
practice transformational leadership styles. Relative to gander, most nonprofit leaders
were female (n =46) in the study sample. The results inducted female leaders were more
likely to show transformational leadership styles behaviors where (M = 4.09 and SD =
.509). Most nonprofit leaders were Caucasian (n = 63), eight were African American, and
two were Hispanic. Hispanic leaders were more likely to engage in risky activities related
to the financial domain. Relative to level of education, many nonprofit leaders had
received a higher degree 45 had earned a bachelor’s degree, and 12 had earned a master’s
degree. Also, a nonprofit leader who had earned a master’s degree was more likely to
practice transformational leadership styles (M = 4.25, SD = .542).
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As for the size of NPOs, 51 % of a nonprofit leader had worked within smaller
organizations. Overall, the data also indicated that the nonprofit leaders who participated
in this study considered themselves to subscribe be transformational leadership style
where (M = 3.99, SD = .514), and the ethical domain was the most common risk that
faced by executives in the NOPs settings.
Statistically significant correlations were found between a leader’s RTP related to
the ethical, health and safety recreational domains and his or her laissez-faire leadership
style. The one-way ANOVA indicated a significant impact between a nonprofit leader’s
ethical, financial, and health and safety domains on one’s laissez-faire leadership style.
Also, the data showed there was a significant impact between nonprofit leader’s gender
and his or her transactional leadership style. A discussion of each of these findings,
limitations of the study and recommendations for future research are presented in the next
and final chapter.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
In the United States, nonprofit organizations contribute the social, cultural and
economic welfare of every community. There are literarily 100s of nonprofits in any
American metropolitan area providing social and welfare services, youth programs,
cultural activities that are key agencies advancing the quality of life and development of a
community. They are also instrumental in promoting community engagement and civic
involvement. The extent to which a nonprofit organization achieves such goals is often
dependent on the effectiveness of its senior or executive leadership. The individuals who
occupy top leadership positions such as president, chief executive officer, or chief
financial officer must invariable take risks in order to move their organization forward
thereby achieving the stated mission, goals, and objectives of their organization.
Recently, some problems including managerial leadership failures, fraud, and
ethical lapses have tarnished the reputation of NPOs in the United States (Jones &
Mucha, 2014; Renz, 2016; Salamon & Sokolowski, 2015; Stephens & Flaherty, 2013;
Goldsmith & Beckhard, 1996). Some NPOs have experienced theft, fraud,
embezzlement, and other unauthorized uses of organizational funds (Stephens &
Flaherty, 2013). Further, Kunreuther et al. (2014) noted that up to 75% of U.S nonprofit
leaders are planning to leave their positions in the next five years. In a dynamic and an
ever-changing world, organization leaders must adapt to both the pace and degree of
change to ensure that their services are relevant and meaningful. Thus, all organizations,
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particularly NPOs, must hire leaders who would lead their organizations through the
myriad social, cultural, political, environmental, and economic changes and their
attendant challenges. However, few research studies have examined the relationship
between nonprofit leader’s RTP and her or her MLS within NPOs.
The primary purpose of this quantitative study was to identify if a statistically
significant relationship exists between a leader’s Risk-Taking Propensity (RTP) and his
or her Managerial Leadership Style (MLS) of a nonprofit organizations (NPOs) in a small
Midwestern community. The five domains of RTP that were used as the independent
variables and were measured by DOSPERT included the ethical domain, the financial
domain, the health and safety domain, the recreational domain, and the social domain that
were (Blais & Weber, 2006). The dependent variables included the transformational
leadership style, transactional leadership style, laissez-fair leadership styles, as measured
by the MLQ Form 5X- Short (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
In this chapter, a summary of the findings is presented first before moving on to
the discussion of findings and offering recommendations for future research and
professional practice. The chapter is divided into 4 sections. The first section provides a
summary of the findings with a table that provides an analysis of the research questions
and hypotheses statements the second section provides a discussion of the findings. The
third section offers suggestions for future research, and the fifth and final section offers
implications for professional practice.
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Summary of Findings and Discussion
In this study, a leader’s risk-taking propensity was hypothesized to relate to his or
her leadership style. The theoretical framework within which this study is situated is the
full-range leadership theory (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Bass, 1985) and Expected Utility
Theory (Quiggin, 1982). The research design utilized the DOSPERT and the MLQ Form
5X instruments to examine the relationship between a leader’s RTP and MLS. The five
domains of risk (independent variable) as measured by The DOSPERT instrument were
the (1) ethical domain; (2) financial domain; (3) health and safety domain; (4)
recreational domain; and (5) social domain. The three leadership styles (dependent
variable) as measured by The MLQ Form 5X were: (1) transformational leadership style;
(2) transactional leadership style; and (3) and laissez-faire leadership style.
The demographic characteristics in this study included age, gender, ethnicity,
level of education, and the size of the organization. Nonprofit leaders provided responses
to 45 MLS questions, 30 RTP questions, and 5 demographic questions by assessing a
Qualtrics Survey Software Website. Statistical analyses for data were conducted using the
Statistical Processing for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and Microsoft Excel. Descriptive
statistics and Histograms were computed to answer RQ1 and RQ2. Pearson’s correlation
analysis was used to answer RQ3 and tested the relate hypothesis H1, which helped to
determine if there was a relationship between nonprofit leader’s risk-taking propensity
and his or her managerial leadership style within NOPs in a small Midwestern
community. A one-way ANOVA was computed to answer RQ4, 5, and 6 and tested the
relate hypotheses H2, H3, and H4.
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Demographic Characteristics
Demographic data were collected in order to gain an understanding of the
participants in this study. Eighty-two (82) NPOs were invited to participate in the study.
A total of 73 nonprofit leaders responded to the questionnaire. Regarding age
(generational membership), the majority (62.4%) of the participants in this study
identified themselves as Generation X (n = 33), 16.8% (n = 21) were Baby Boomers
Generation, and 15.2% (n = 19) were from the Millennial Generation. In terms of gender,
46 of the participants were female representing 63% of the study sample while 27 of the
participants were male representing 37% of the study sample.
In terms of ethnicity, the large percentage of nonprofit leaders represented 86.3%
(n = 63) reported being Caucasian/White, 11% (n = 8) nonprofit leaders identified
themselves as African American, and 2.7% (n = 2) nonprofit leaders were Hispanic
participated in this study. The largest percentage of nonprofit leaders 61.6 % (n = 45) had
earned a bachelor’s degree, followed by 16.4 % for those holding master’s degrees,
12.3% for some college, 6% for associate, 1% for high school, and 1% for doctoral
degree holders. The demographics data further revealed that the small organization size
represented 51% of the sample, followed by 33% for large organization, and 16% for
mid-sized organization.
Findings and Discussion
The study was designed to investigate the following research questions: (1) what
is the most common leadership style(s) in the NPOs participating in this study? (2) What
are the most common risk domains that leaders of NPOs face? (3) Is there a relationship
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between a leader’s risk-taking propensity (RTP) and his or her Managerial Leadership
Styles (MLS)? If so, what is the nature of the relationship? (4) Do domains (ethical,
financial, health and safety, recreational, and social) of RTP have an impact on a leader’s
MLS? (5) Do age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization have
an impact on a leader’s RTP? (6) Do age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size
of the organization have an impact on a leader’s MLS. The following is a discussion of
the results and is presented in an ascending order of the research questions and
hypotheses.
Research Question 1
What is the most common managerial leadership style(s) among the NPOs
participating in this study? The findings showed that nonprofit leaders in this study
considered themselves as transformational leaders where (M = 3.99, SD = .514). The
conceptual framework of this research was based on the full-range leadership theory
(FRLT) (Bass, 1985; Avolio & Bass, 2004). FRLT indicated a strong relationship
between transformational leadership styles and organizational outcome. The findings of
for Research Question No.1 are consistent with the findings from other studies that were
included in the literature review.
For example, Freeborough and Patterson (2016), found that there was a strong positive
relationship between transformational leadership style and an employee’s vigor,
dedication, and absorption within NPOs. Further, a study by Bass (1985) found a positive
correlation between the transformational leadership style and team members
effectiveness. The finding is further corroborated by data reported by Avolio and Bass
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(2004) in which they found that the transformational leadership style increased an
organization’s potential to accomplish its vision and mission by thereby increasing
followers’ job satisfaction. Further, a study by Burns (1987) emphasized that
transformational leadership is a process where a leader works with subordinates to
identify needed change that causes transfer in individuals and social systems.
Also, a study by Bass (1999) stated that “we have found that employees not only
do a better job when they believe their supervisors are transformational leaders, but they
also are much more satisfied with the company's performance appraisal system” (p. 25).
He listed four components of transformational leadership: (a) charisma - provides vision
and mission, gains respect and trust; (b) inspiration - inspires employees to reach great
heights of performance in simple ways; (c) intellectual stimulation - discovers and
promotes intelligence; and (d) individualized consideration - gives attention and advice to
each follower's needs.
This first finding of the study provides insight into how a nonprofit leader’s risktaking propensity relates to managerial leadership styles within NPOs. The results of this
study indicated that the transformational leadership style is a measurement of the
nonprofit leader’s ability to engage in specific risky activates in order to achieve a higher
level of organizational effectiveness. Unlike past research which focused on a leader’s
RTP and his or her MLS relative to for-profit and government sectors, this study focused
on NPOs in order to examine the relationship between a leader’s risk-taking propensity
and his or her leadership style. Hence, the significance of the finding to research question
one is that it provides evidence that the transformational leadership style is more
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applicable to NPOs. The transformational leadership has a major impact on nonprofit
organizations. The data analysis showed the five factors of the transformational
leadership had a high mean score (B. A. Tucker & Russell, 2004). Overall, board of
directors in these organizations had a deeper and more sophisticated understanding of
transformational leadership that could in turn help them in hiring the right executive
directors and retaining the talented senior executives who can restore public trust. By so
doing, transformational leadership can potential lead a nonprofit organization to achieve a
higher level of performance. Thus, it is recommended that a nonprofit leader both learn
and practice transformational leadership.
Research Question 2
What are the most common risk domains that leaders of NPOs face? According to
the results of the descriptive statistics analysis and histograms presented in Table 21. The
result indicate that the nonprofit leaders had the highest mean score in the social domain
where (M = 5.04, SD = 1.111), and the lowest mean score in the ethical domain where
(M = 1.99, SD = 1.219). The major findings showed that nonprofit leaders considered the
ethical domain as the most common risk they face in the communities where they work
and live. The findings to this research question are consistent with the findings in the
literature review. For example, Weber et al. (2002) found a high mean level in the social
domain (M = 32.58, SD = 5.69), while the lowest mean was found in the ethical domain
(M = 16.92, SD = 6.59). Further, a study by Lee et al. (2015) suggested that a leader's
attitudes toward risk are important in explaining their behaviors. The risk, belief, feeling,
and uncertainty of result motivate participation in several of life’s activities (Weber et al.,
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2002). In addition, a study by Blais and Weber (2006) stated, “people differ in the way
they resolve decisions involving risk and uncertainty, and these differences are often
described as differences in risk attitude” (p.33). A leader’s risk-taking propensity is an
attitude that represents an individual’s positive or negative estimate of one’s behavior that
results in outcomes.
Attitude is defined as a psychological tendency that is expressed as positive or
negative evaluations of certain behaviors in which individuals are involved. Risk-taking
attitude is defined as an individual’s belief, feeling, and behavioral intention with respect
to participation in risky activities (Lee et al., 2015). Support for this finding also comes
from a study by Jackson et al. (1972) which suggested that risk is multidimensional and
relates to four types of consequences: (a) monetary risk that is related to financial gain
and loss; (b) physical risk that can cause harm with or without contact; (c) ethical risk
which refers to individual values and beliefs that may cause unexpected negative
consequences; and (d) social risk which includes constructs such as social bias and social
capital that may affect communities. The authors stated that willingness to take risk may
be deferred for the four types of consequences as those dimensions are highly correlated.
This finding provides evidence that nonprofit leaders are more likely to engage in
risk related to financial, health and safety, social, and recreational domains, but are less
likely engage in risk related to the ethical domain. That is, the most common risk domain
that nonprofit leaders face is the ethical domain. Nonprofit leaders were asked to rate
their likelihood of engaging in specific risky activates related to the ethical domain (i.e.
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lying, cheating, and other unethical or illegal activity), and in this study the NPO leaders
did not like to engage in risky activities that were not in line with their values and beliefs.
More than ever before, NPOs play an important role in the well-being of their
communities. Thus, identifying and understanding the effect of the ethical risk
relationship on the behavior of a nonprofit leader has the potential to lead to reduced
adverse behaviors. This finding can be used within all NPOs to help board of directors
and leaders to be aware of the impact of the ethical domain on NPOs and prepare them to
deal effectively with such risks.
Research Question 3
Is there a relationship between a leader’s risk-taking propensity (RTP) and his or
her MLS? If so, what is the nature of the relationship?
Hypothesis H1: There will be a statistically significant relationship between a
leader’s RTP and his or her MLS. As noted above, the purpose of Research Question 3
was to determine whether a correlation existed between leader’s risk-taking propensity as
the independent variable and her or her managerial leadership style as dependent
variable. The five independent variables as measured by the DOSPERT instrument
include (ethical, financial, health and safety, recreational and social risk), and the three
independent variables as measured by The MLQ Form 5X including transformational,
transactional, or laissez-faire leadership styles. The hypotheses for Research Question H1
indicated either a significant existed or no relationship existed among those two
variables. The Pearson’s correlation analysis was used to test the Hypothesis H1. The
findings were as follows:
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The hypothesis indicated there will be a statistically significant relationship
between a leaders’ RTP in the ethical domain and his or her transformational leadership
style. The results in Table 22 in Chapter 4 indicated that there was a statistically
significant negative relationship between leader’s RTP relative to the ethical domain and
his or her transformational leadership style where (r = -.264, p = .023). Therefore,
hypothesis H1Aa that there would be a statistically significant relationship between a
leader’s RTP relate to the ethical domain and his or her transformational leadership styles
was accepted. The results suggest that when a leader’s risk-taking propensity relative to
the ethical risk mean scores increased his or her transformational leadership style tended
to decrease. In other words, transformational leaders hold a strong ethical position and
skills to deal with ethical risks, thereby contributing to the overall leadership
development and effectiveness of their NOPs. According to literature review, NPOs
board of directors have three primary legal duties known as the duty of care, duty of
loyalty, and duty of obedience (Baynes, 2002; Eisenberg, 2006; Renz, 2016). Nonprofit
leaders have an ethical duty to be responsible for the overall effectiveness of their
organizations.
An implication of the findings is that transformational leadership influences the
effectiveness of NOPs, specifically employees’ character. Piccolo, Greenbaum, Hartog,
and Folger (2010) emphasized that ethical leadership has a positive effect on job
performance and employee effort. This correlational study suggests that transformational
leaders possess strong ethical position and skills that empower them to deal effectively
with ethical risks that NPOs potential face. Thus, it is useful to learn more about
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leadership styles within NPOs in order to reduce potential ethical risks. One
recommendation based on the finding to this research question and hypothesis is for
NPOs ring to look for and hire individuals who embody qualities and skills of
transformational leaders. The board of directors must so also consider providing
continuous training to their leaders in order to maximize and hone their leaders’ skills to
dealing with ethical risks.
The literature review contains several studies that support the belief that
transformational leadership is highly correlated with ethical leadership. Burns (1978)
emphasized that transformational leadership must pillar on moral character of legitimate
values. A study by Bass and Steidlmeier (1999) determined that the ethical leadership
include three pillars: leader’s moral character, the ethical legitimacy of leaders, and the
morality the processes of social ethical of choice followers. They stated that “Authentic
transformational leadership goes beyond the individual leader or follower, the aggregate
of individual interests, or a calculus of greatest utility. Fundamentally, the authentic
transformational leader must forge a path of congruence of values and interests among
stakeholders, while avoiding the pseudo-transformational land mines of deceit,
manipulation, self-aggrandizement, and power abuse” (p. 201). The literature review also
supports the positive relationship between transformational leadership and ethical values.
Further, ethical values are an important aspect of transformational leadership. It is
therefore very useful for NPOs to obtain more information about leadership style of their
leaders in order to reduce the occurrence of any unethical behavior.
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The hypothesis indicated there will be a statistically significant relationship
between a leaders’ RTP in the ethical domain and his or her laissez-faire leadership style.
According to the results of statistical tests shown in Table 22, the major findings
indicated that there was a statistically significant positive relationship between a leader’s
RTP relate to the ethical where (r = .485, p = .000), health and safety where (r = .375, p
= .001), and recreation domains where (r = .245, p = .036) for, and his or her laissezfaire leadership. Therefore, the research hypothesis predicted that there would be a
statistically significant difference between a nonprofit leader’ RTP relate ethical, health
and safety, recreation and risk and laissez-faire leadership his or her is accepted. The
result suggested that when a leader’s risk-taking propensity related to the ethical, health
and safety, and recreation domains scores increased, his or her the laissez-faire leadership
style mean scores tended to increase.
Simply put, nonprofit leaders in this study did not lean toward the laissez-faire
leadership style. Nonetheless, there was a positive correlation between a leader’s risktaking propensity and his or her laissez-faire leadership style. Nonprofit leaders who
perceived themselves to be laissez-faire leaders have a higher tendency to engage in risky
activities related to ethical, health and safety, and recreational risk. This finding is
consistent with findings of other studies. For example, Judge and Piccolo (2004)
indicated that there was a strong significant negative relationship between a leader’s
effectiveness (r= -.54), satisfaction (r =.-58) and his or her laissez-faire leadership style.
Burns (1978) defined laissez-faire leadership as the absence of leadership because of its
characteristic decision-making avoidance and hesitance to act. In Bass and Avolio’s
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(1995) Full Range Leadership Model, laissez-faire leadership style was the only one that
was characterized by avoidance of leadership and hesitance and reluctance to make
decisions.
The hypothesis indicated there will be a statistically significant relationship
between a leaders’ RTP in the ethical domain and his or her Transactional Leadership
Style. The findings from Table 22 revealed that there was no statistically significant
correlation were found between a leader’s RTP relative to the ethical where r = .050, p =
.675 financial domain where (r = .0430, p = .720), health and safety domain where (r = .022, p = .851), recreational domain where r = .101, p = .394), and the social domain
where r = .112, p = .347 for, and his or her transactional leadership style. Therefore, the
research hypothesis predicted that there would be a statistically significant difference
between a nonprofit leader’s RTP and his or her transactional leadership style is rejected.
Contrary to what was hypothesized, there was no relationship between a leader’s RTP
and his or her transactional leadership style.
Research question three refers to if a relationship existed between a leader’s RTP
and his or her MLS. This study found a statistically significant negative relationship
between a leaders’ RTP relative to the ethical domain, and his or her transformational
leadership style. The findings indicated the ethical domain predicted a nonprofit leader’s
practice of transformational leadership in the NPO. The implications of findings are that a
leader’s willingness to take risks impacts one’s transformational leadership style. The
findings also suggest the possibility that a leader who practices transformational
leadership is less likely to engage in risk activities related to ethical domain.
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The findings of research question three are consistent with Kuhnert and Lewis
(1987) study which concluded that “transforming leadership is made possible when
leaders' end values (internal standards) are adopted by followers, thereby producing
changes in the attitudes, beliefs, and goals of followers. It is values such as integrity,
honor, and justice that potentially can transform followers” (p. 653). A nonprofit leader’s
RTP in the ethics risk realm is a critical society concern, and it is also a key to
understanding what makes NPOs fail and eventually close (Stephens & Flaherty, 2013).
Frost, Fiedler, and Anderson (1983) emphasized that personal risk-taking in dangerous
conditions is related to leadership effectiveness. The findings of this study demonstrate
that transformational leadership style is the only style that can deal more effectively with
ethical risks. The primary recommendation for a nonprofit leader is to confront the ethical
risk by practicing transformational leadership in their organizations.
Research Question 4
Do domains (ethical, financial, health and safety, recreational, and social) of RTP
have an impact on one’s leadership style?
H2A states that there will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s RTP and his or her transformational leadership style. Results of the one-way
ANOVA in Table 28, show that there was no statistically significant difference between
the five domains of RTP and transformational leadership style, the ethical domain where
(F = 2.762, p = .070) for, the financial domain where (F = .585, p = .560), the health and
safety domain where (F = 1.048, p = .356, the recreational domain where (F = .991 , p =
.376), and the social domain where (F = 1.777, p = .177). Therefore, the research
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hypothesis that there would be a statistically significant difference between nonprofit
leader’ RTP and his or her transformational leadership style was rejected. In other words,
a leader's RTP has no an impact on his or her transformational leadership style.
H2B states that there will be a statistically significant difference between leader’s
RTP and his or her transactional leadership styles. Based on the results presented in Table
29, the major findings indicted no statistically significant difference was found at level of
p < .05 between a leaders’ RTP domains and his or her transactional leadership style:
where (F = .670, p = .515) for the ethical domain (F = .082, p = .921) for the financial
domain (F = 1.381, p = .258) for the health and safety domain (F = 1.201, p = .307) for
recreational domain (F = .670, p = .515) for the social domain. Thus, the research
hypothesis that there would be a statistically significant difference between nonprofit
leader’ RTP and his or her transactional leadership style was rejected. The finding
suggests that a leader’s RTP has no impact on his or her transactional leadership style.
H2C states that there will be a statistically significant difference between leader’s
RTP and his or her laissez-faire leadership styles. Based on the results presented in Table
30, the one-way ANOVA indicted statistically significant difference were found between
a leader’s RTP relative to the ethical domain (F = 18.304, p = .000) to the financial
domain (F = 3.177, p = .029) to the health and safety domain (F = 4.597, p = .005) and
to his or her laissez-faire leadership styles. Hence, the research hypothesis that there
would be a statistically significant difference between nonprofit leader’ RTP relate to the
ethical domain, the financial domain, and the health and safety domain risk, and his or
her laissez-faire leader was accepted. In other words, a nonprofit leader’s RTP related to

178

the ethical, financial, health and safety risk had an impact on her or her laissez-faire
leadership style. Laissez-faire leaders were found to be more willing and uninterested in
engaging in risk activities that have adverse effect on the success of an organization.
Moreover, laisse faire leaders were seen passive and did not possess the skill to empower
their followers and as thus did not have a positive impact on the organization.
The purpose of research question four was to identify whether the leader’s RTP
had any significant impact on his or her managerial leadership style. The results showed
that a leader’s risk-taking propensity is significantly unrelated to his or her
transformational and transactional leadership styles. A leader's RTP does not have an
impact on his or her transformational or transactional leadership style. The results suggest
that transformational and transactional leaders who enjoy stable personality traits to risk
propensity are less likely to engage in risk. This could be indicative of those leaders who
do not seek out risk. The literature review suggested the importance of considering the
risks associated with failure of leadership and the declining volunteer rate within NPOs.
The findings for this study could be an impetus to developing training that aims at
improving managerial leadership style skills in NPOs. The findings also may assist
nonprofit leaders to understand the necessity of extending the opportunity to
transformational and transactional leadership styles to develop better decision-making
processes to engage in risk activities.
Support for this finding comes from the full-range leadership theory, which is the
primary theoretical framework for this study (Bass & Avolio, 2004). Bass and Avolio
(2004) indicated a strong relationship between transformational leadership style and
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organizational outcomes by applying the five leadership factors that associated with
transformational leadership include: (1) idealized attributes; (2) idealized behaviors; (3)
inspirational motivation; (4) intellectual stimulation; and (5) individual consideration
(Bass & Avolio, 1990; Bass, 1995). The finding of this research question is also
consistent with findings of other studies. For example, Bass (1999) emphasized that
transformational and transactional leadership styles are the best leaders that contribute to
organization success. Further, a study by Judge and Piccolo (2004) revealed that the
behaviors of transformational and transactional leadership styles had a positive impact on
organizational effectiveness and satisfaction. They stated, “At a broad level, our results
both support transformational–transactional leadership theory and lead to more
circumspect conclusions about its validity” (p. 762). This study’s findings support
research that transformational and transactional leadership styles predict positive
organization success outcomes.
Research Question 5
Do age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization have an
impact on a leader’s RTP?
H3A states that there will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s RTP when analyzing by age. The findings presented in Table 31 showed that
members of the Baby Boomers generation have a higher tendency to engage in risky
activities related to the social risk domain with a mean score of 5.48 and standards
deviation score of, SD = .750 compared to members of the Millennial and X generations.
Therefore, the Research Hypothesis predicted that there would be a statistically
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significant difference between a nonprofit leader’ RTP in the social risk and his or her
generations is accepted where F = 4.597, p = .013. The data indicated there was a
significant impact between Baby Boomers and their RTP in the social risk domain. This
difference in risky behavior may be an indication that different generations of leaders
may have different individual skills and abilities to engage in the risk domain. The results
however are not consonant with the findings of some studies in the literature, for
example, Carland et al. (1995), indicated that older participants showed a lower level of
risk-taking propensity than younger participants. Further, several studies (Dohmen et al.,
2011; Mata et al., 2016; Szrek et al., 2012; Slovic, 1972) have indicated that age appears
to have differing impact on one’s risk-taking propensity depending on the approximate
age, gender, parental background, and personality. Also, a study by Mata et al. (2016)
emphasized that age plays a pivotal role in an individual’s propensity for risk-taking, and
that the propensity for risk-taking tended to decline across the life span.
H3B states that there will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s RTP when analyzing by gender. The one-way ANOVA data shown in Table 32
indicate no significant relationship between a leader’s gender on his or her RTP with
regards to ethical domain risk, financial domain risk, health and safety domain risk,
recreational domain risk, and social domain risk. However, the hypothesis predicted that
there would be a statistically significant difference between a nonprofit leader’ RTP and
his or her gender was rejected suggesting that a leader’s gender has no impact on his or
her RTP. Furthermore, the homogeneity of variance test indicated that most male leaders
were found to have a higher likelihood of engaging in risk activities related to the ethical,
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financial, health and safety and recreational domains. Female leaders, on the other hand,
showed a higher likelihood of engaging in risky activities related to the social domain.
The study inducted that male leader were more likely to engage risks than female leaders.
The gender differences in risk-taking propensity can help nonprofit organizations to
improve their work environment. For example, females judged potential negative
consequences by engaging in risky activities related to the ethical, financial, health and
safety and recreational domains, while they judged potential positive consequences by
expressing willingness to engage in risky activities related to the social domain.
Thus, female leaders may need the support in making such decisions by an NPO
board of directors. This gender difference is consistent with findings of research studies
cited in the literature review. Several studies have indicated significant gender differences
in RTP (e.g., Bailey, 1990; Kogan & Wallach, 1964; Muldrow & Bayton, 1979; Wallach
& Mabli, 1970). A study by Bailey (1990) noted that males were greater risk takers than
females when they are making decisions about financial matters.
H3C states that there will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s RTP and his or her ethnicity. Based on the results presented in Table 33, there
was a significant difference between the nonprofit leader’s financial domain and her or
her ethnicity. The results indicated that African American and Hispanic leaders were
more likely to engage in risky activities in the financial domain.
Therefore, the hypothesis that there would be a statistically significant difference
between a nonprofit leader’ RTP relate to financial and his or her ethnicity was accepted,
and there are a few interpretations for this finding. It tells, among other things, that some
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risk-taking is necessary for nonprofit leaders to develop their skills and abilities to deal
with risk. Risk-taking does not always lead to negative consequences. In fact, some
calculated risks might yield positive results for the leader’s RTP and his or her
organization. Risk lover is an individual who is willing to take more risks, and. risk
loving decision makers prefer relatively high risks and their choices involve a trade-off
between potential risks and expected rewards. That is why such leaders are willing to
engage in high risky activities in order to get higher returns. The result for this hypothesis
(H3) is not consistent with findings of other studies. Quiggin (1982) stated that “under
the anticipated utility theory, an individual's attitudes to prospects are determined both by
their attitudes to the possible outcome and by their attitude to the probabilities” (p. 11).
From a rational decision theory standpoint, decision makers focus on achieving their
highest value consequences using an inclusive, objective, and logical review of
alternative solutions (Botdley, 2001).
H3D: There will be a statistically significant difference between a leader’s RTP
and his or her level of education. Based on the results presented in Table 34, there was no
statistically significant difference between a nonprofit leader’s level of education and his
or her RTP scores where F = .385, p = .858 for the ethical domain, F = .769, p = .575
for the financial domain, F =2.181, p = .067 for the health and safety domain, F =1.019,
p = .414 for the recreational domain, and F = 2.045, p = .083 for the social domains. A
leader’s level of education had no impact on his or her RTP. Therefore, the Hypothesis
that there would be a statistically significant difference between a nonprofit leader’ RTP
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and his or her level of education was rejected. The only level of education that had an
impact on one’s risk-taking propensity was a master’s degree attainment.
H3E states that there will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s RTP when analyzing by the size of the organization. Based on the results
presented in Table 35 findings show that the size of an organization had no impact on a
leader’s RTP scores in the ethical, financial health and safety, recreational, and social
domains. Therefore, the Hypothesis that there would be a statistically significant
difference between a nonprofit leader’ RTP and the size of NOPs was rejected.
Descriptive statistics indicated leaders who worked in mid-sized organizations reported a
higher likelihood of engaging in risky activities related to four domains of RTP: the
ethical financial, health and safety, and social domains. However, NPO leaders who
worked in small NPOs reported a higher likelihood of engaging in risky activities related
to the recreational domain. Similar results were reported by some studies in the literature.
For example, a study by MacCrimmon and Wehrung (1986, 1990) showed that managers
of companies have different risk attitudes when making decisions involving personal
versus company money.
Research Question 6
Do age, gender, ethnicity, level of education, and size of the organization have an
impact on a leader’s MLS?
H4A states that there will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s MLS and his or her age or generational membership. The data in Table 41
revealed no statistically significant difference between the generations of leaders and
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their managerial leadership styles (transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire).
Therefore, the null hypothesis that there would be a statistically significant difference
between a nonprofit leader’ MLS and his or her generations was accepted. A leader’s age
or generational membership has no an impact on his or her MLS. However, the results of
homogeneity of variance test showed that Baby Boomer leaders were more likely to show
the transformational leadership style, Generation X had a tendency toward the
transactional leadership style, but there were no statistically significant differences
between the two variables.
Overall, this study did not find significant differences between the three
generational groups in relation to their leadership style. It would be interesting to
investigate the differences among all three generational groups in relation to their
preferred leadership styles. This study revealed that Baby boomers were more likely to
practice the transformational leadership, which has been shown to have a positive impact
on organizations when faced with ethically-oriented decisions. Kunreuther et al. (2014)
reported that up to 75% of baby boomers were preparing to leave their positions. This
may indicate that baby boomers with the transformational leadership styles can serve as
trainers for future nonprofit leaders. Nonprofit organizations should focus their attention
on training of future leaders to deal with risk responsibly and judiciously in order to
elevate the status and productivity of their NPOs. Since the size of the Baby Boomer’s
generation was small in this study, the finding of this research may not be easily
generalizable to districts outside of those surveyed.
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H4B states that there will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s MLS and his or her gender. Based on the results presented in Table 42, there was
a statistically significant difference between a leader's gender and his or her
transformational leadership style with F = 5.047, p = .028. Therefore, the null hypothesis
that there would be a statistically significant difference between a leader's gender and his
or her transformational leadership style was accepted. The results indicated female
leaders were more likely to show transformational leadership style behaviors. Simply put,
a leader's gender has an impact on his or her transformational leadership style. The results
also revealed that there was a statistically significant difference between a leader's gender
and his or her transactional leadership style with F = 6.856, p = .001. Thus, the null
hypothesis that there would be a statistically significant difference between a leader's
gender and his or her transactional leadership style was accepted. The results showed
male leaders were more likely to show more transactional style behaviors than their
female counterparts. In other words, a leader's gender has an impact on his or her
transactional leadership style, but gender had no effect on laissez-faire leaders. Thus, the
null hypothesis that there would be a statistically significant difference between a leader's
gender and his or her laissez-faire leadership style rejected. A leader's gender did not
have an impact on his or her laissez-faire leadership style.
In recent years, the NPOs have changed dramatically especially with regards to
leadership positions. There is tremendous growth in female leadership positions within
NPOs. This study indicated females were more likely to practice transformational
leadership style. Female leaders were found to have a positive impact on organizations
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outcomes through their effective and constructive contributions to the achievement of
their NPO’s goals. The main practical implication of this finding is that female
transformational leadership is one of the significant factors that influence organizational
success. The results are consistent with the findings of the literature review, for example,
a study by Bass and Avolio (1994) emphasized that females as transformational
leadership style have more idealized influence and inspirational in their followers than
male leaders. Manning (2002) stated that” transformational leadership is a more
androgynous, feminine-role-compatible leadership style than earlier directive to taskoriented models of leadership” (p .213).
H4C states that there will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s MLS when analyzing by ethnicity. No significant differences were found
between a leader’s ethnicity and his or her MLS for transformational transactional, and
laissez-faire leadership styles, and. Therefore, the null hypothesis that there would be a
statistically significant difference between a leader ethnic and her or her MLS was
rejected. In other words, this study revealed that a leader's ethnicity has no an impact on
his or her laissez-faire leadership style.
H4D states that there will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s MLS when analyzing by level of education. There was a statistically significant
difference between a leader’s level of education and his or her the transformational
leadership style. Thus, the null hypothesis that there would be a statistically significant
difference between a nonprofit leader’ level of education and his or her the
transformational leadership style was accepted. A nonprofit leader who had earned a

187
master’s degree and higher was were more likely to show transformational leadership
behaviors. In other words, a leader's level of education has an impact on his or her
transformational leadership style.
H4E states that there will be a statistically significant difference between a
leader’s MLS when analyzing by size of the organization. Findings shown in Table 45,
indicted that there was a statistically significant difference between the size of NPOs and
the transactional leadership style where F = 5.660, p = .005. Therefore, the null
hypothesis that there would be a statistically significant difference between size of NPOs,
and his or her transactional leadership style was accepted. A leader who worked in a midsized organization was more likely to show transactional leadership style a statistically
significant difference was found between the size of an NPO and the laissez-faire
leadership style. Thus, the null hypothesis that there would be a statistically significant
difference between size of NPOs, and his or her laissez-faire leadership style was
accepted. This finding also showed that a nonprofit leader’s role at mid-sized nonprofit
organizations is significantly different than that of a leader who worked at large or small
nonprofit organization. This finding is slightly different from that reported in some
studies in the literature. Sheridan and Vredenburgh (1979) emphasized the size of an
organization has no impact on leadership behavior.
Table 47 provides a summary of the findings related to Research Questions 1–6
and Hypothesis Statements H1–H4. As one can see reviewing this table, the research
questions reveal an interesting set of findings. The most notable finding is the
identification of transformational leadership by NPO leaders as their preferred approach
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to lead. In addition, the ethical risk domain was identified as the predominant risk faced
by nonprofit organizations. Of the research hypothesis, the one that stands out as most
relevant to the study was the negative relationship between transformation leadership
style and the ethical risk domain.
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Table 47
Summary of Results by Research Question and Hypotheses
Research Question or Hypothesis

Finding

1. What is most common managerial
leadership style(s) in the NPOs
participating in this study?

Nonprofit leaders in this study
considered themselves to be
transformation leaders where (M =
3.99, SD = .514).

2. What are the most common risk
domains that leaders of NPOs face?

The nonprofit leaders considered the
ethical domain risk as the most
common risk that NPOs faced where
(M = 1.99, SD = 1.219).

3. Is there a relationship between a
leader’s risk-taking propensity (RTP) and
his or her MLS? If, what is the nature of
the relationship?

There was a negative correlation value
where r = -.041, p = .731 between a
leader’s RTP in the ethical domain and
his or her transformational leadership
style.

Hypothesis H1: There will be a
statistically significant relationship
between a leader’s RTP and his or her
MLS.

The research hypotheses H1Aa, H1Ab,
H1Cb, and H1Db were accepted.

4. Do domains (ethical, financial, health
and safety, recreational, and social) of
RTP have an impact on one’s leadership
style?

Statistically significant correlations
were found between a leader’s RTP in
the ethical, financial, health and safety
and his or her laissez-faire leadership
styles.

Hypothesis H2: There will be a
statistically significant difference
between leader’s RTP and his or her
MLS.

The research hypotheses H2A and H2B
were rejected.
The research hypothesis H2C was
accepted

The research hypotheses H1Ac, H1B,
H1Ca, H1Cc, H1Da, H1Dc, and H1E
were rejected.

(Table Continues)
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Research Question or Hypothesis

Finding

5. Does age, gender, ethnicity, level of
education, and size of the organization
have an impact on a leader’s RTP?

The Millennial Generation have a
greater tendency to engage in risky
activities related to the ethical risk.
Female reported a higher likelihood of
engaging in risky activities in the social
domain.

Hypothesis H3: There will be a
statistically significant difference between
a leader’s RTP when analyzing by age,
gender, ethnicity, level of education, and
size of the organization.

The research hypotheses H3Ca were
accepted.
The research hypotheses H3A, H3B,
H3C, H3D and H3E were rejected.

6. Does age, gender, ethnicity, level of
education, and size of the organization
have an impact on a leader’s MLS?

Baby Boomers & female leaders were
more likely to demonstrate
transformational leadership styles.

Hypothesis H4: There will be a
statistically significant difference between
a leader’s MLS when analyzing by age,
gender, ethnicity, level of education, and
size of the organization.

The research hypotheses H4B, H4D,
H4Ea, and H4Eb were accepted.
The research hypotheses H4A, H4Ba,
H4C, H4Da, and H4E were rejected.

Summary
This quantitative correlational study examined the relationship between a
nonprofit Leader’s risk-taking propensity as defined by (Blais & Weber, 2006) and MLS
as defined by full-range theory (Avolio & Bass, 2004). In this correlational study, three
instruments were utilized to determine the correlation between variables, the DomainSpecific Risk-Taking (DOSPERT) to measure risk-taking propensity (Blais & Weber,
2006), the MLQ Form 5X to measure managerial leadership styles (Avolio & Bass,
2004), and demographic questionnaire designed by the investigator. The results indicated
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that nonprofit leaders who participated in this correlational study considered themselves
to be transformation leadership style, and the most common risk domains that faced
nonprofit leaders is the ethical domain. In addition, the results showed a positive
significant relationship between leader’s risk-taking propensity and his or her
transformation leadership style. Conversely, a negative significant exists between a
leader’s risk-taking propensity and transactional and laissez-fair leadership style.
The biggest challenge facing today's NPOs is finding and cultivating leadership
that masterfully balances an organization's vision and public trust (Beckhard et al., 1996;
Jones & Mucha, 2014; Renz, 2016; Salamon & Sokolowski, 2015). The findings of this
correlational study revealed contributions to literature on NPOs. It was concluded that
transformational leadership style may provide a solution to deal with the ethical risk that
faced NOPs such as reputation of NOPs and public trust as well as poor menagerie
leadership. A recommendation for NPOs in a small Midwest community is to use existing
instruments such as DOSPERT (Blais & Weber, 2006) and the MLQ Form 5X (Avolio &
Bass, 2004) in order to hire and develop the exists nonprofit leaders.
Conclusion
This correlational study examined the relationship between a nonprofit leader’s
risk-taking propensity and her or her managerial leadership style. The five domains of
risk as independent variables include: (1) ethical; (2) financial; (3) health and safety; (4)
recreational; and (5) social risk. The three leadership styles as dependent variables
include: (1) transformational leadership style (2) transactional leadership style (3) and
laissez-faire leadership style. The demographic characteristics in this study included: age,
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gender, ethnic, level of education, and the size of the organization. The conceptual
framework of this research was the full-range leadership theory (Bass, 1985; Avolio &
Bass, 1995; Bass & Avolio, 2000) and Expected Utility Theory (EUT; Quiggin, 1982).
The aim of the study was to fill a void in the literature regarding the association between
of a leader’s risk-taking propensity and his or her managerial leadership style. The
findings of this study provide a better understanding of how leader’s risk-taking
propensity relates to his or her managerial leadership style within NPOs. These findings
offer new perspectives about nonprofit leaders, and more specifically that the
transformational leadership style can lead to growth and improvement of nonprofit
organizations. The study also provides a richer understanding of the common risk
domains that nonprofit leaders could potentially face.
The domain-specific risk-taking (DOSPERT) was foundational to this study, and
through its use, the risk that leaders of nonprofit organizations are likely to face have
been categorized into five domains: ethical, financial, health and safety, recreational and
social. The fundamental premise upon which this dissertation study is predicated is that a
nonprofit leader’s inherent risk propensity significantly affects his or her managerial
leadership styles. The primary causal variables were classified into five domains: ethical,
financial, health and safety, recreational and social. The results of this study showed that
male leaders were more willing to accept greater risk outcomes related to the ethical,
financial, health and safety and recreational risk domains. Females, on the other hand,
were more willing to accept greater risk outcomes related to the social risk domain
(Schubert, Brown, Gysler, & Brachinger, 1999). These findings align with those reported
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in the existing literature. The findings of the study may be limited in their generalizability
to other nonprofit leader’s populations. With nonprofit organizations facing more
challenges as they aspire to grow and provide best services to their communities, they
need to be mindful of the value and cost of risks. They need to identify and hire leader’s
seasoned transformational leaders who take calculated risks as they seek to grow and
advance their organizations.
Implications for Professional Practice
This study has some implications for nonprofit organizations transformation and
contribution to the literature review base related to leaders’ risk-taking propensity in the
ethical domain risk and transformation leadership style and their impact on NPOs.
Implications for action based upon this improved understanding include: (1) the need to
develop leaders in the area of transformational leadership (2) identify and develop
authentic leaders (3) encourage transformational leadership in organizations, and (4)
design educational programs to develop both RTP and transformational leadership.
The study provides a richer understanding of what common risk domains leaders
of nonprofit organizations face so that leaders and organizations can be more aware of
such risks and learn to deal with them more effectively. This study supports the need to
develop leaders in the area of risk-taking propensity and transformational leadership.
Programs need to be developed and cascaded throughout organizations to create
transformational leaders at all organizational levels. Programs are not effective without
top leadership team support and transformational leadership discovery. NPOs can target
small groups for development to cascade transformational leadership throughout
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organizational layers. The programs need to focus on development in the five
components of transformational leadership: (1) Idealized Attributes, (2) Idealized
Influence, (3) Inspirational Motivation, (4) Intellectual Stimulation, and (5) Individual
Consideration.
The transformational leadership factors, as compared to the transactional and lazier –
faire leadership styles, are preferred by nonprofit leaders. In fact, Transformational
leadership is important to understand to promote positive psychological capacities and an
ethical climate in organizations (Walumbwa, Avolio, & Zhu, 2008). Transformational
leaders are essential in organizations to motivate followers to accomplish more and
achieve higher performance levels (Bass, 1999).
The transformational leadership style practice affects one’s risk-taking propensity.
Transformational leadership is a well-characterized process that is teachable at all levels
of NPOs and can positively influence organizational performance (Bass & Avolio, 1990).
NPOs need to encourage transformational leadership through organizational and human
resource policies to get the benefit throughout all levels of the organization. NPOs can
utilize transformational leadership to improve image, recruitment, selection and
promotion, management of diversity, teamwork, training, development, and education
(Bass, 1999). Training programs should emphasize the use of transformational leadership
to create vision and organizational strategic plans. NPOs Board of directors should
implement transformational leadership programs through a cascading effect at multiple
successive levels of the organization. Organizations should utilize the MLQ as a
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springboard to help leaders improve a whole series of transformational leadership
(Northouse, 2007, 2018).
Ultimately, NPOs Board of directors and executives can utilize this study to promote
transformational leadership in their organizations. NPOs need to design educational
programs to develop both RTP and transformational leadership strengths. Practically,
these programs would begin with risk-taking propensity discovery and personal plan
development to create a culture of transformational, high standards, and shared
responsibility. Transformational leadership development should be weaved into the
programs with emphasis on creation of vision and organizational strategic plans. The
positive outcomes of the investment in building risk-taking propensity and
transformational leadership are leader moral strengthening, motivation, performance, and
follower satisfaction. The outcome of this investment is a sustained increase in ethical
behavior and positive organizational performance.
Recommendations for Future Study
From the findings of this correlational study, the following recommendations for future
study are considered:
1. This study used a quantitative method to determine whether a correlation exists
among the independent variable (RTP) and the dependent variable (MLS). It is
recommended that a qualitative or mixed methods research study be conducted in the
future to examine the relationship between RTP and MLS and how the results can
inform better understanding of NPOs.
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2. It is recommended that broadening the range of NPOs and geographic locations
would allow access to a more diverse pool of nonprofit leaders with doing so would
increase the reliability of the study and permit generalization of findings across the
state where the study takes place.
3. It is recommended that for future researches to replicate the study with a proven
reliable and valid survey instruments such as the Domain-Specific Risk-Taking
(DOSPERT; Blais & Weber, 2006) and the MLQ Form 5X (Avolio & Bass, 2004).
4. This correlational study only examined the independent variable (RTP) and the
dependent variable (MLS). It is recommended that a future study expand the
examination to variables such as transformational leadership factors: idealized
attributes, idealized behaviors inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation and
individual consideration. Also, it is also recommended that a future study add
demographic variables such as geographic location and type of the NPO.
5. This correlational study was conducted with nonprofit leaders’ position. It is
recommended that a future study also include other individuals in the organization
such as staff or members of the board of trustees. The results could provide a fuller
picture of the impact of RTP and MLS.
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